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PREFACE 
V' orkmen ' s compensation is the oldest form of social 
insurance in the United States . This body of law was de -
signed to suppl ant the c ommon law and employer ' s liability 
statutes . It involved an entirely new economic and legal 
principle -- liability without fault . "The cost of indus-
trial accidents was to be socially allocated to the employ-
er , not because of any presumption that he or the cor pora-
tion was responsible f or every accident which affected the 
employees , but because industrial accidents were recognized 
11 
as one of the inevitable hazards of modern indus try . " 
1 \for ~:men' s compensa t ion had many objectives . In general , it 
sought to reverse t he shortcomings associated with the common 
law of employer's liability . Under the common law of employ-
er's liability , t he worker ' s right to obtain indemnity for 
industrial injury and wage loss depended upon bringing the 
case to court and winning it . The odds were heavily against 
his winning the case , and the cost was so great that few 
2/ 
workers ever brought their cases to court . 
1/ H. =·a. Somers & A.R. Somers , Workmen! s Compensation,Preven-
tion,Insurance,and Rehabilitation of Occupational Disabil-
ity, John Viley & Sons , N. Y., 1954, pp . 26- 27 . 
2/ Ibid ., p . 17 . 
- iii-
iv 
With the new compensation acts , provis~on was made for 
a fixed scale of benefits for each injury , the amount depend-
ing upon such objective features as the natlure of the disabil-
i ty, the wages of the injured worker, and the number of de-
pendents . Instead of lump sum damages as retribution for 
personal injury , payments wer e to be made i ln regular period-
!/ 
ic installments , as income . 
The :&Ias sachusetts workmen 1 s compensat1on law was passed 
in 1911 and became Chapter 152 of the General Laws of the 
Commonwealth of Massachuse t ts . Neither the Massachusetts 
workmen ' s c ompensation law nor those of anY] other state 
included the rehabilitation of the injured worker as a leg-
islative purpose in the early years . 
Following a study by t~e Massachusetts Legislative 
2/ 
Research Bureau in 1955,-the legislature revised all statutes 
pertaining to rehabilitation . The Massach1setts Rehabili-
3/ 
tation Commission was established and given the sole charge 
of the vocational rehabilitat ion of all haddicapped persons , 
with the exception of the blind . At the same time , the 
J 4/ previously formed Industrial Acc ident Reha ilitation Board 
1/ Ibid ., p. 27 . 
2/ Commonwealth of 1.Ias s ., Re por t Submdl t ted by the Le~isla­
tive Resear ch Council Relative t o the R habilitation and 
Empl oyment of handicapped Per sons , February 2 , 195 • 
3.1 Commonwealth of Ma ss., Gener al Laws , Ch1pter 602 . 
41 Ibid ., Chapter 23 , Sec. 24 . 
v 
was expanded and given the responsibility of administering 
all the provisions of the workmen's compe1'sation act which 
dealt with rehabilitation. 
With these new developments , the Massachusetts provis-
ions for rehabilitation have beenronsidered far superior 
1/ 
to those of most of the other states.- Ho~ well these 
statutes are being interpreted and acted is the sub-
ject of this study. 
1/ Morton Lane, LLB, The Effect of the Massachusetts Work-
men's Compensation Law upon the Employment of the Handi-
capped, Institute of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation , 
N. Y. Univ ., Bellevue Medical Center, N. Y., 1959 . 
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CHAPTER I 
THE P OBLEM 
Statement of the problem.-- The purpose of this study 
is to investigate the attitudes towards lump sum settlements 
and r ehabili tation of those per sons who may advise or recom-
mend a lump sum settlement for an injured worker and to 
indicate the possible effect of a lump sum settlement upon 
the vocational rehab i litation of an injured worker . 
Specific problems .--
1 . What factors are considered important in closing work-
men ' s compensation claims with a lump sum settlement? 
2 . To what extent does a lump sum settlement rehabilitate 
an injured worker? 
3. To what extent ar e the persons who advise or recommend 
a lump sum settlement aware of the rehabilitation re-
s ources which are avai lable and the methods of guiding 
an in~ured worker to these resources? 
4. To what extent do the workers vl'ho receive a lump sum 
s ettlement obtain rehabilitation services? 
5. To what exeent are the in j ured workers informed of the 
vocational rehabilitation resources which may be avail-
able to them? 
-1-
2 
Definition of terms.--
1. Lump sum settlements.-- Redemption of liability by pay-
ment of a sum of money in lieu of weekly payments. 
2. Persons who advise or adjudicate lump sum settlements.--
A group comprised of claimants' sttorneys, representa-
tives of insurance companies, medical consultants to the 
Industrial Accident Board, and the commissioners of the 
Industrial Accident Board. 
3. Rehabilitation.-- The restoration of a handicapped per-
son to the fullest physical, mental, social, vocational 
ll 
and economic usefulness of which he is capable. "In 
the field of occupational disability, rehabilitation is 
one of the three basic elements of a balanced program: y 
prevention, compensation, and rehabilitation." 
4. Division of Industrial Accidents.-- Division established 
to administer the workmen's compensation law. 
5. Industrial Accident Rehabilitation B~ard.-- Board estab-
lished within the Division of Industrial Accidents, but 
not under its supervision, as the liaison between injured 
workers and the rehabilitation services of Massachusetts. 
The Board has the responsibility of continuously studying 
the problems of rehabilitation and the rehabilitation fac-
ilities, both public and private, and must establish a 
1/ Public Law 113, 78th Congress. 
~H. M. Somers and A. R. Somers, Workmen's Compensation: 
Prevention Insurance and Rehabilitation of Occu4ational 
Disability, John Wiley & Sons, N.Y. , 1954, p. 2 1. 
list of physicians who are able to render competent 
rehabilitation services for seriously injured indus-
V 
trial workers . Every insurer or self- insurer must 
give the name and address of all persons who have been 
r eceiving compensation for a period of six months to y 
the Industrial Accident Rehabilitation · Board . 
6. Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission. -- Commission 
established for the vocational rehabilitation of all 
handicapped persons except the blind. The vocational 
rehabilitation services which can be provided are diag-
nostic and related services and physical restoration 
services which are necessary to render a handicapped 
person fit to engage in a remunerative occupation or in 
the occupation of homemaking. The Commission must 
cooperate with the Division of Industrial Accidents 
and the Division of Employment Security and any other 
departments who are concerned with the rehabilitation 
of di sabled persons . The Commission must also enter 
into agr eement with the Bureau of Public Employment in 
the Division of Employment Security under which handi-
capped persons receiving vocational rehabilitation may 
be referred for pre-placement interview or job place-
l/ 
ment . 
1/ Commonwealth of Mass . , General Laws, Chapter 602, Section 
77 . 
2/ Ibid., Chapter 152, Section 30D . 
ll ~., Chapter 602, Sections 72-81 . 
3 
7. Rights to compensation.-- The right of an employee 
who receives an injury arising out of and in the course 
of his employment to be paid compensation by his 
1/ 
employer. 
8. Insurer or carrier.-- An insurance company which has 
contracted with an employer to pay the compensation 
:?:.I 
provided by the workmen 's compensation law. 
9. Insured.-- "An employer who has provided, by insurance, 
for the payments to his employees, by an insurer, of the 
compensation required by the workmen's compensation 
3.1 
law." 
4 
10. Self-insurer.-- An employer who keeps on deposit with the 
state treasurer such amounts of money as required by the 
Division of Industrial Accidents for the purpose of pay-
ing compensation as required by the workmen 's compensa-
4/ 
tion law. 
11. Medical benefits.-- Any employee who suffers any injury 
must be provided adequate and reasonable medical care 
and hospital services, and medicines if needed, together 
with the expenses necessarily incidental to such ser-
vices. "In any case where the Division of Industrial 
Accidents is of the opinion that the fitting of the 
IY~[bid., Chapter 152, Section 26. 
~/~.,Section 1 (7). 
~/~.,Section 1 (6). 
4/ l.Q.1si., Section 2 5A (2). 
employee with an artificial eye or limb, or other 
mechanical appliance, will promote his restoration 
or continue him in industry, it may order that he be 
provided with such an artificial eye, limb, or appli-
1/ 
ance at the expense of the insurer. 11 -
2/ 
5 
Basic hypotheses. -- Allen has stated that the essential 
provisions of the compensation laws led employers and insur-
ers to perceive their responsibilities as those of only a 
legal and financial nature . He feels that bar associations 
and individual attorneys have also been interested in devel-
oping a picture of continuing or permanent disability for 
injured workers in order to obtain larger settlements and 
greater fees. 
1 . Certain attitudes about lump sum settlements are inimical 
to the provisions for vocational rehabilitation of in-
jured workers . 
2. Injured workers are not vocationally rehabilitated by a 
lump sum settlement . 
3. The persons interviewed for this study who may have the 
responsibility of advising or recommending a lump sum 
settlement to an injured worker are not aware of the 
agency for referring injured workers for rehabilitation 
services. 
lt ~., Section 30 . 
2/ W. Scott Allen, ehabilitation: A Community Challenge, 
John Wiley & Sons, N.Y., 1958, p. 132 . 
6 
4. The injured workers interviewed or th · s study ill not 
have received vocation rehabilitation services which 
might assist them in their return to employment. 
5. The injured workers interviewed for this study will have 
little knowledge of the vocational rehabilitation ser-
vices which may be available to them. 
Delimitations.-- This study does not pretend to have 
delved to the depths of many of the complicated aspects 
relative to the workmen's compensation act in Massachusetts. 
It holds no claim for having inclu ed more than a small 
sample of the many persons who play a role in the determina-
tion of lump sum settlement cases. The persons of Group I 
who may recommend or advise a lump sum settlement exclude 
all persons who may have only an infrequent contact with 
injured workers. Group II, which is co~posed of injured 
workers, excludes all injured workers whose claims were 
contested by the insurer and were not settled in the Boston 
office from May, 1959 through October, 1959. It also 
excludes those workers whose claims were settled for less 
than one thousand dollars. 
Significance of the problem.-- In a preliminary report 
11 
from the Division of Industrial Accidents there are 224,956 
industrial injuries reported for the year of 1959. There 
were 25,925 agreements to compensation and 5,821 cases were 
1/ Division of Industrial Accidents, Preliminary Report, 1959, 
~assachusetts Division of Industrial Accidents . 
settled by a lump sum amount of money . The lump sum settle-
ments totaled $12,128,056 . 89. Of the 5,821 lump sum settle-
ment cases , 3,332 were settled for $1,000 or more . The 
remaining 2 , 489 cases were settled for less than $1 ,000 . 
Few studies have investigated the process of lump sum 
settlements and the effect upon the injured worker . Propon-
ents of lump su settlements argue that this kind of payment 
7 
rehabilitates the worker; i . e ., it puts the worker on his own 
and will therefore hasten his return to work since he as n 
weekly payments to lose . Those persons who are opposed to 
lump sum settlements maintain that the majority of workers 
go back to work as soon as they can, and the lump sum is 
likely to be exhausted in their efforts to regain a normal 
standard of living . The workers may then be financially 
unprotected when the disability continues for a lengthy 
period of time or when the injury requires long-term medical 
care . It is argued that ·n eithe condition, the worker may 
1/ 
be forced onto the welfare rolls of the community. 
~/ 
Somers, in commenting on the negative effects upon rehab-
ilitation of lump sum se tlement cases, $YS that the hole 
process of lump sum sett ements actuall interferes with both 
1/ 
2/ H. M. Somers and A •• Somers, Op. cit ., p. 160 . 
physical and vocational rehabilitation. He states that 
the Rhode Island Cuxative Center has also found that lump 
sum settlements are one of the major factors obstructing 
their work. Many workers find it difficult to cooperate in 
a rehabilitation program , believing that their cases are 
11 worth 11 less, if they are rehabilitated . Somers continues 
8 
by stating thet due to the closur e of the case in lump su~ 
settlements, the compensation agency loses all control both 
in terms of correcting injustices to either party, due to 
errors in appraisal of the disability, and in terms of super-
vising appropriate medical car e arrangements and encouraging 
rehabilitation. 
Because of the few studies available on lump sum settle-
ments and rehabilitation and due to a limited amount of 
information on this subject in Massachusetts, the present 
study was requested .* 
* 
The requBst for this study was made by Francis Harding, 
Commissioner , Mass . Rehabilitation Commission. 
CHAPTER II 
COHRELATIVE MATERIAL 
Related studies.-- Little is known about the status of 
settled workmen 's compensation cases because follow-up stud-
ies have not been initiated by the Industrial Accident Board 
which is the only agency having access to all the files on 
compensation claims. When a case is settled, the file is 
closed and orly an interested party , e.g. , the attorney or 
the insurer, has the right to examine the file. Two studies 
have been undertaken in ?.Jiassa chusetts , both of which have 
drawn tteir cases from the files of a law firm . 
1/ 
A study was done by Jacks in 1955. Of the fifteen cases 
studied, nine expressed dissatisfaction with tte lump sum 
settlemenm~. Ten of the workers were employed and fifty per 
cent of them were receiving wages lower ttan before the 
injury . Five of the workers settled because the lawyer had 
advised them to do so. Three cases were s ettled because the 
company wanted to settle the case , and one of tte three eli-
ents stated ttat the company threatened to go to court if the 
client did not settle . Three workers settled because tte 
weekly payments were inadequate and the press of debts impelled 
ttem to settle. The remaining four workers settled for the 
1/ Professor Stanley M. Jacks, "Report on Settled Cases" , 
(Unpublished Study) , Sim~ons College, 1955. 
-9-
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following reasons: (1) Past experience taught t he worker 
it was the only thing to do; (2) a permanent job was offered 
to the worker; (3) it was too inconvenient to travel to Bos-
ton for trea t ment and the compensation payment s; (4) the 
Industrial Acciden t Board made an offer of a settlement to 
the worker . Of the fifteen workers, thr ee needed medical 
care. Two said t hey used the settlement for further medical 
care, while eight used the money to pay their bills . In one 
instance, the money was used for vocational rehabilitation 
purposes; i . e., the pur chase of a truck. Four workers said 
t hey would settle their dases if t hey had it to do over again, 
whereas seven said they would not . Four workers were ambiv-
alent i n answering t is question . 
" From this brief resume, there is little to support the 
thesis of those who promote lump sum settlements, other than 
to point out some value of a financial nature, since eight of 
the workers were able to pay their past debts . There was not 
sufficient data to say t hat a lump sum settlement "rehabili-
tates" an injured wor ker; thirty- three per cent of t he workers 
were still unemployed . To draw any valid conclusions, i t woul d 
be necessary to have more information. It is unknown whether 
these workers received any vocational rehabilitation services 
or how quickly the claims were settled which might have had 
some bearing upon the services they received . It would also 
be i mportant to know whether these were cont ested liablil ity 
cases or those of v1orkers who had been receiving weekly 
payments . 
The study was not designed to determine whether a settle-
ment "rehabilitated" a worker or whether he received vocation-
al rehabilitation services. It was primarily a status study 
of fifteen injured workers who received a lump sum settlement. 
In appraising the Massachusetts workmen 's compensation 
1/ 
act in 1955, Bear-interviewed a number of injured workers 
whose cases ·were closed. He concluded from his interviews 
that a "client's satisfaction or dissatisfaction is based 
primarily on tte conduct of his lawyer, and not on the amount 
of the award , the content of the statute, or the caliber of 
the administrators . 11 
The only comprehensive study undertaken concerning lump 
sum settlements and rehabilitation was at the Survey Research 
2/ 
Center of the University of l1:ichigan. Approximately three 
hundred people carried out this research study under a grant 
from the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, Department of 
Health, Education and '.'.-elfare . Tr...ree hundred and forty-one 
workers who received a lump sum settlement of five hundred 
dollars or ~or e were compared with one hundred and forty-
four workers who were receiving weekly payments . 
The findi ng s on tLe settled cases indicated t hat the 
1/ Joseph Bear , "Survey of the lLegal Profession - Y. orkmen' s 
Compensation and t he Lawyer", Columbia Law Review, Decem-
ber , 1951 , Vol . 51, p . 965 . 
2/ J .h . 1\IIor gan, :I. Snider , :1 . Sobel, Highlights from a StU.dM. 
on Lump Sum Redemption Settlements and Rehabilitation, 
Survey hesearch Center, Univ . of Michigan , 1955, p. 3. 
ll 
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workers had little knowledge of their rights and very little 
free choice as to the method of settlement. Twenty-five per 
cent of the workers were dissatisfied with their medical care. 
This was particularly true of those who received medical care 
from the company doctors or the first-aid stations in the 
factories . Only six per cent of the workers used their 
settlement money for vocational rehabilitation purposes, 
while sixty-eight per cent used the money for living expenses 
and seventeen per cent spent the money to pay their debts. 
Even those workers who had received weekly compensation and 
medical care could not live on the weekly payments and felt 
it was necessary to settle . The workers' vocational adjust-
ment was almost completely dependent upon their own efforts. 
They ignored the mail from the Office of Vocational Rehabili-
tation which offered them training for a different type of 
employment. Many of them felt their employers should provide 
jobs for them following an injury . Thirty-one per cent of 
the workers returned to work before they settled their cases 
and twenty-four per cent after the settlement . Forty-five 
per cent were not back at work a year and a half later at 
the time of the interview, and they were not optimistic about 
1/ 
their futures .-
The conclusions reached by the investigators in Micmigan 
were that lump sum settlements are not working out as a 
method of facilitating rehabilitation. The settlement does 
17 ~., pp. 12-13. 
not necessarily hasten the return to wor k of the injured 
worker. In many instances, workers were forced into taking 
settlements only because they could not live on the weekly 
payments . In the contested cas es , the financial pre ssures 
were extreme, for the worker had not received any weekly 
payments or payments for medical care . 
Although they did not at t empt to make any changes in 
the Workmen ' s Compensation Law or its administr ation in 
Michigan, the investigators did feel that the problem of 
the adequacy of weekly payments was not independent of the 
problem of lump sum settlements , and a solution of some of 
the problems required a change in the weekly payment rates. 
They also concluded that the whole procedure for settling 
13 
claims was "cumbersome , expensive , and difficult emotionally 
for the worker . The long delays , uncer tainty, the contingent 
f ees charged by the lawyers, all have served to push the 
worker toward a settlement at a time when his own financial 
needs were most pressing . 11 Their major recommendation was 
for "better information and counseling for injured workers • • • 
by professional personnel trained in counseling , rehabilita-
1/ 
tion and social work . " 
One criticism of the Michigan study is the inclusion 
within the lump sum settlement gr oup of both contested and 
non- contested liability cases . Since the medical services 
to which a worker is entitled and the weekly income will 
l / IDbid . , pp . 14-15. 
differ for the worker who is on weekly payments and the 
worker whose case is being contested, the pressures for 
settlement will, of necessity , vary greatly . A second 
comment on the Michigan study is the question of comparing 
the two groups ; i.e . , the lump sum settlement cases and the 
weekly payment cases . The validity in comparing the two 
groups of workers with different types of injuries all in 
varying degrees of severity is questionable . 
The Kichigan study is of value to those interested in 
rehabilitation or workmen ' s compensation for it provides 
the first and only co~prehensive study undertaken in this 
country . Turning to the Iv;.as sachusetts workemn ' s com pen-
sation system, which will be des cribed in some detail, it 
14 
is necessary to point out some basic di~ferences between the 
two states . The maximum weekly benefits in Massachusetts 
are forty - fj_ve dollars a week and up to sixty- three dollars 
a week , iLcluding a wife and t wo dependent children . In 
Mi chigan , the maximum weekly benefits are thirty- three 
dollars a week and up to for t y- five dollars a week , with a 
1/ 
compar abl e number of dependents .- A second difference is 
that all of the ~~assachuset ts statutes pertaining to rehab-
2/ 
ilitation were revised as re cently as 1955- to meet the 
needs of inj ured workers , and a provision has been made that 
1/ U.S. Dept . of Labor, State Workmen ' s Compensation Laws : A 
Compa.rison of '1a.ior Provisions with Recommended Standards, 
Bureau of Labor Standards , Bul. No. 212 , 1959 , pp . 30- 31 . 
every injured worker ' s name be referred to the Industrial 
Acc ident Rehabilitation Board af ter receiving compensation 
for six months . Michigan has no board of this type , which 
acts as a liaison between in jured workers and the rehabili-
tation egency of the state . 
Pr ocedure in ~Jlassachusetts. -- When an accident oc curs, 
the employee reports his injury to his employer, who is re-
quired to provide him wi t h necessary medical aid . The em-
ployer must also file with the Industrial Accident Board 
an account of the acc ident . If t he dj_sabili ty lasts more 
15 
than seven days , and the claim is not contested, compensation 
payments must be made . During the tj_me that the incapacity 
for work is total, the insurer must pay the injured employee 
a weekly compensation equal to two-thirds of his average 
weekly wages , but not more than forty- five dollars , nor less 
than t wenty dollars a week , unless the injured employee 's 
wages were less than twenty dollars a week. In this instance, 
1/ 
his wee kly compensation is equal to his average weekly wage .-
Vfuile the incapacity for work is both per ~anent and total, 
the insurer must pay the injured worker , following payments 
of t he maximum amount ($12 ,000), a weekly compensation equal 
to two-thirds of his average wee~ly wa ge , but not more than 
forty-five dollars a week nor less than twenty- five dollars 
2/ 
a week.- During the time that the incapacity for work is 
1/ Ibid ., Section 34, amended , 1959. 
2/ lQlQ., Section 34A . 
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partial, the insurer mus t pay the injured employee a weekly 
compensation equal to the entire difference between the 
average weekly wage before the injury and the average weekly 
wage he is able to earn thereafter , but not mor e than forty -
five dollars a ~eek . The amount of compensation cannot exceed 
&/ 
15,000.- Vfuen the injured employee pas dependents, the sum 
of six dollars is added to the weekly compensation for each 
dependent . 
Upon the termination of the disability of the injured 
worker, the employer mus t report to the Industrial ccident 
Board concerning the benefits received by the injured employee . 
If the disability extends beyond a period of sixty days , the 
employer mus t report to the Board that the employee is still 
disabled and, upon the termination of the disability, must 
file a supplemental report . 
An insurer or self-insurer ust furnish rehabilitation 
services by a rehabilitation facility or a physician who, in 
the opinion of the Board , is qualified to render rehabilita-
tion services . The insurer or self-insurer must also pro-
vide vocational rehabilitation services to any injured worker 
who is eligible for, or who is receiving, compensation and 
has been deemed fit and eligible for vocational rehabilitation 
by the assachusetts Rehabilitation Commission. Any disputes 
concerning the payment for vocational rehabilitation by the 
1/ Ibid., Section 35. 
insurer or selfrinsurer are decided by the I ndustrial 
_I 
Accident Board. 
Every i nsur er or self-insurer must give the name of 
every i njured employee who has been receiving co pensation 
f or a per iod of six onths to t he Industrial .ccident Rehab-
2/ 
ilitation Boar d . 
I f the insurer or t:r,.e injured employee fails to reach 
an agreement in r 8gard to compensation, or i he has signed 
an agreement i regard to co pensation and filed it with the 
Board , and either par ty then disagrees as to the continuance 
of weekly payments under the agreement , the Industrial 
Accide _t Board assigns the case to one of the comiTissioners 
f or a hearing . I n 1959, the BoaEd ass ign 
3.1 
9 , 083 cases for 
hearings . 
The Board dec i des on the extent and permanency of the 
injury and passes on all payments of com~ensation . Ofta~, 
cases may be settled without a hearing . When no agr eemen t 
17 
is reached, eitt er the claimant (injured worker ) or insurer 
may ask for a hearing befor e the Board . I n 1959 there were 
4,703 reques ts for hearings b~ the claimant s and 974 reque sts 
l;t / 
for bearings by t:te jnsurers. Sometir;.es these cases are 
1/ I bid ., Chapter 152, Section 30B . 
l//Ibid., Sec tion 30D. 
}/Commonwealth of Ma ss ., Divis ion of Industrial ccidents, 
Preliminary Report, 1~59, unpublished . 
4/&bid. 
18 
settled at an informal conference before the scheduled 
date . Following a hearing, a claim for 11 reviewrt may be 
filed by either party ~ ithin seveh days after the dec·sion 
has been given by a single commissioner who has heard the 
cus~i. The Reviewing Board is a second tribunal which hears 
appeals called 11 reviews 11 • If the parties do not agree upon 
the findings of the Review Board, the decision may be appealed 
to the uperior Court within ten days after the decision of 
the Reviewing Board . 
Whenever the Industrial ccident Board decides that it is 
to the best interests of the employee en his dependents, and 
the parties agree, the liability for compensation may be re-
deemed in part or whole by the insurer through a lump sum of 
1/ 
money . Lump sum conferences are held each Wednesday afternoon 
at one of the offices of the Industrial Accident Board in the 
Commonwealth . A single commissioner presides at these confer-
ences. It is his responsibility to approve the request for 
settlement and to obtain a report on the medical status of 
the injured worker . The counsel's fee is approved by the com-
missioner. At the conclusion of the conference, the commis-
sioner asks the worker if he is aware that the closing of his 
case, if approved, releases the insurer of any further liabil-
ity pertaining to the injury . Following the conference, the 
commissioner refers his recommendations to the Board and final 
1/ Commonwealth of Mass . , General aws, Chapter 152, Section 4~. 
19 
approval of the settlement is given at that time. 
Comments on present compensation system~ T- The Massa-
chusetts workmen's compensation system involves many persons 
as do the systems of most other states. The persons usually 
involved are the injured employee, the attorney, the insurer, 
the commissioner of the Industrial Accident Board, and the 
physician . In some instances, the employer and the union are 
directly involved in giving test imony. Although the Board 
is the administering agency , it does not handle claims direct-
ly. The Board's purpose is to see that the insurer assumes 
his responsibility in filing clai~s and making payments to 
the injured workers. The insurers pass on the compensation 
costs to the employer on the basis of experience rating. 
Employers , therefore , are prone to resist any changes in the 
ll 2/ 
compensation program which increase their costs. Somers 
points out that since the insurers pass on the costs to tLe 
employers, the insurers could not bee xpected to be particu-
larly concerned about rising costs. However , the insurers 
have become alarmed by the employer resistance to higher 
premium rates and , since there is marked competition among 
the ~any insurers for the employers' business , employers and 
insurers are uniting in thei.r fight against more liberal 
l/ 
benefits for the injured worker. A recent article reported 
1/ Appendix , pp. 160-163. 
2/ H. M. Somers & A. R. Somers, Op. Cit., pp . 26-27. 
l/ Boston Globe, Volu:ne CLXXVII, No . 55, February 24, 1960. 
the combined efforts of both insurers and employers in 
testifying at the State House on the delay in hearing 
compensation cases . 
A representative of the Associated Industries of Massa-
chusetts and one from the American Mutual Insur ance Company 
testified: 
" •••• employers and insurance companies are now 
paying off injured workers with lump sum payments 
because of the failure of the Industrial Accident 
Board to speed adjudication of cases •••• Claimants 
are kept on workmen's compensation payments for 
so many months that it ultimately becomes cheaper 
to pay them lump sum settlements to get rid of 
them and at the same time reward them for going 
back to work."l/ 
Another consideration in the compensation process is the 
claimant's attorney. lthough the original intent of the 
20 
compensation program was to eliminate the litigious atmos-
phere, this has not been realized . Today , almost 90 per cent 
of the workers are represented by counsel, regardless of the 
fact that there may be no contested liability . The growing 
strength of the claimant may be indicated in the statistics 
reported in the preliminary Annual Report of the Division of 
Industrial Accidents for 1959. Fou~ thousand, seven hundred 
and three requests for hearings were initiated by claimants 
and nine hundred and seventy- four by insurers. Attorneys' 
fees, which are allowed only on settled cases, range from 
fifteen to twenty per cent . The Annual Report of the Division 
1/ ~oc.cit. 
does not record the amount of legal fees paid during the 
year. 
Medical information is considered the basis of all 
decisions regarding the compensation for an injured worker. 
1/ 
Kessler- has criticized many of the practices involved in 
presenting medical teBtimony : 
"There are many participants in the daily 
dramas that take place at these hearings in every 
state; the injured worker, the adjustor for the 
insurance company or employer, the employer him-
self, the treating physician, the physician rep-
resenting the employer or the insurance company, 
the physician representing the state industrial 
commission, perhaps the lawyer for the insurance 
company, the lawyer for the injured worker, the 
union representative with his lawyer, to say 
nothing of a dozen or more satellites that have 
crept into the picture . Out of the welter of 
selfish interests arrayed in this economic tower 
of Babel arises a series of dilemmas from which 
there is no escape. 
"The injured worker starts out with the 
simple expectation of having his injury treated 
and his return to work expedited •••• A chance 
statement by a physician, apparently magnifying 
his disability, the deliberate machinations of 
an ambulance chaser, the efforts of the union 
representative to get a square deal for his cli-
ent and thus justify his own position, the in-
transigence of the insurance adjustor---all these 
factors soon transform a simple case of injury 
into a case requiring months of litigation and a 
persistence of the incapacity beyond all nor~al 
expectation •••• Yet, this is the stuff which com-
pensation hearings deal with. They have become 
an arena where emotions and passions are arrayed 
with the same intensity as at the race track, 
the boxing bout, and the gambling table •••• 
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1/ Henry H. Kessler, M. D., Rehabilitation of the Physically 
Handicapped, Columbia Univ. Press., New"'~or'k , ?!953, p. 50 . 
" •••• It is a common occurrence for medical 
witnesses, in order to obtain a maximum disabil-
ity rating for the worker, to tes tify loudly and 
emphatically that the injured man will never be 
able to resume his accustomed occupation, that 
he is seriously and permanently disabled, t hat 
his condition will get worse instead ofl better • 
••• If some injured workers are not already 'shell-
shocked' or neurotic before they attend a hearing 
and listen to the medical testimony, they are in-
deed hardy and non-suggestible if they leave the 
hearings other than in a hopeless state of mind . " '/ 
Another consideration in the present compensation pro-
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cess is the law itself . The Mas sachusetts Compensation ct 
has been in existence for almost fifty years . It has been 
amended ever y y ear, but has never been recodified . Bear 
describes t he difficulties of the present compensation laws : 
" •••• because of overwhelming pressure exerted 
by lobbyists for industry and labor •• the for-
mer to restrict and the latter to enlarge t he 
benefits--amendments are being enacted year 
after year so that a complicated law becomes 
a supercomplicated law , and a supercomplicated 
law a complex legal labyrinth •••• " 2/ 
In recognizing certain provisions of compensation laws which 
have r etarded rehabilitation , Nelson comments : 
"Certain provisions in workmen's compen-
sation acts have been cited as standing in the 
way of effective rehabilitation •••• One of these 
is the provision which permits payment of com-
pensation in one lump sum and thereby a closing 
of the case without proper attention having 
been given to the use of full restorative medi-
cine and surgery , and a retur n to suitable 
work •••• The granting of lump sum payments is an 
easy, but a deplorable way of closing a compen-
1/ IQ1Q., pp . 50- 51 . 
2/ Joseph Bear, .:::;C.;;;;o.:::l.:::u. .::m:.:;;;b.:i~a~=~..:::;..:..=..:.;. ecember , 1951 , p . 969 . 
sation case . It too fr equently operates for 
the dissipation of funds and throws an injured 
employee upon charity in order that he may ob-
tain subsistence . vors t of all is the physical 
and moral effect of failure on the part of the 
injured employee to obtain rehabilitation . "!/ 
Kessler notes that the majority of workmen's compensa-
tion laws fall short of the desired goal of restoration 
of the injured worker . The financial benefits of the com-
pensation fund are soon spent and the disabled worker is 
2/ 
left without physical means to earn a living . 
Although the dangers of lump sum settlements have been 
recognized, great and increasing pressure from all parties 
(attorneys, carriers, claimants and labor leaders) have re-
sulted in a marked increase in the number of lump sum set-
3/ 
tlements. 
Foreign workmen's compensation acts .-- Certain compen-
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sation acts outside of the United States have frequently 
been cited for offering compr ehensive rehabilitation services 
for injured workers . 
One of the most widely known compensation progra s is 
that of Ontario . Unlike the stat utes of the majority of the 
states, Ontario provides insurance through an exclusive 
state fund . The administering agency has greater independence 
1/ H. • Nelson, Proceedings of the 1ational Conference on 
Workmen ' s Compensation and ehabilitation, U •• Bureau of 
Labor tandards , ul . 122, pp . 18-19. 
2/ Henry H. Kessler, Op ., cit ., p . 46 . 
r 3.1 H 1 . omers & • B. omers, Op . cit., p . 161 . 
than the industrial accident boards in the states, since 
there is a complete denial of the right to court revie • 
This practice allows the board greater authority in making 
decisions. The absence of court review and a ban on legal 
fees have pDactically eliminated a y litigation in the 
11 
determination of industrial accident cases . 
In Ontario the Vorkmen's Compensation Board is composed 
of three men who are appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor 
in Council . The appointments are in effect until retire-
ment age. The Board has complete control over its fun s 
since it is self - sustaine • The Compensation Board employs 
a surgical staff which assists in the determination of the 
medical needs o injure workers . Although an injure 
worker has free choice in selecting is own octor, any 
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serious injure worke o equires surgical care is under 
the supervis on of the medical staff of the ompensation 
Boar • 
Certain e ef cia aspects of the Ontario system have 
been reported recently : 
"Unimpeded by legal quarrels in the courts, 
divorced from political inter erence, a~d invul-
nerable to vested inter ests with the profit motive, 
the boar d can concentrate its efforts and focus 
its attention on what ~ e have long considered to 
be the goal of the compensation process .• success-
ful rehabilitation. Our objective in every case 
is to assist the injured workman to return to 
1/ l£1Q., pp . 309- 317 . 
his job as quickly as possible , with minimum 
impairment. 
"'Ihe projection of this compensation phil-
osophy has resulted in Ontario's adopting a 
biological or clinical approach to the compen-
sation process rather than an adversary or for-
ensic system. Rehabilitation in the boradest 
meaning of the term is an indivisible and in-
tegral part of the entire compensation system. 
We like other observers have been unimpressed 
by the results of attempting to graft a rehab-
ilitation program onto a purely forensic sys-
tem, which inhibits the rehabilitee from accept-
ing such service until court settlement is com-
pleted •••• 
11 \e believe that the rehabilitation of the 
injured worker is a continuous process, influ-
encing the patient from the time of injury to 
the point of gaining independence and returning 
to work . There can be no gap s. If rehabilita-
tion is viewed merely as a salvage service, it 
immediately loses a great deal of its effective-
ness . Expert medical and surgical care , in our 
opinion, is one of the most important features 
in a planned rehabilitation program." 1/ 
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In Ontario , no cases are closed . The Compensation Board 
has continuing ~urisdiction over all cases and is, therefore, 
able to reconsider any matter or amend any decision if it is 
necessary. 
"In ngland, widespread abuse of the commutation priv-
ilege was one of the major factors leading to a complete 
overhauling of the compensation system, including the aboli-
2/ 
tion of private insurance ."-
1/ E .c . Steele, :.J1. • , "Rehabilitation Program in Ontario for 
Occupational Injuries", Journal merican Medical Assocj,ation, 
Vol . 172 , o . 2, Jan., 1960, pp . 143-148. 
2/ H . ~ . Somers & A •• Somers, p. cit ., p . 163 . 
The British compensation program is a compulsory state 
1/ 
insurance program . It is financed by contributions from 
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employers, employees and the State . It is administered by 
the Ministry of -ational Insurance . The Ministry cooper~tes 
with the ~inistry of Labour in providing vocational rehab-
ilitation for injured workers . Whenever deemed advisable , 
the worker must undertake rehabilitation , and, if he refuses, 
then he is no longer eligible for cash benefits . The cost 
of all medical care is provided through the National Health 
Service. 
Lump sum settlements have been abolished except for a 
minor disablement amounting to less than twenty per cent, 
and the maximum lettlement is Ll50 . ($420) • 
Another compensation program recommended for investiga-
tion because of its rehabilitation provisions is the Italian 
system. In Italy , employment injuries are administered by the 
I stituto Nazionale per l'Assicurazione contro gli Infortuni 
sul Lavoro-- (I . N • • I . L. ), the National Employment Injuries 
2/ 
Insurance Institute .- I . -. A. I . L. was founded in 1883 and is 
one of the oldest funds in the orld established for injured 
workers . It is a public corpor ation under the supervision 
of the tate, and is entrusted with the administration of 
1/ I bid ., pp . 299- 308 . 
~ National Employment Injuries Institute, The Compulsory 
Insurance of Employment Inguries and Occupational Diseases 
in I taly , Rome, Italy, 195 , p. 3 . 
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1/ 
the insurance by law . The Italians state that I . N.A.I .L. 
has no profit motive and , therefore, it's very econo~ical 
to manage . Injured workers' cases are processed quickly 
without the assistRnce of counsel. I. r . A . I . ~ . provides 
directly for the medical care of the injured workers and 
the medical facilities are amongst the most comprehensive 
in urope . 
The investigator interviewed one of the staff members 
of I . N. A.I. L. and also observed some of the medical pro-
grams in the summer of 1960 . At that time the medical ser -
vices included: ten traumatological and vocational rehab-
ilitation centers, five convalescent and rest centers, ten 
traumatological departments in hospitals, twenty- eight 
traumatological sections in hospitals , three hundred and 
seventy-five ambulatoriums, two hundres and thirteen first-
aid stations, sixteen first - aid stations in mines, and more 
than t en thousand local doctors under special agreement in 
all urban centers of Italy . All workers are eligible for 
medical and surgical treatment for the duration of the disa-
bility . Both functional and vocati cnal rehabilitation are 
provided to restore the worker's capacity for return to 
gainful employmcLt . 
I . N. A. I . L. also offers a particular assistance to 
severely disabled ~orkers whose working capacity has been 
1/ Ibid., p . 1 . 
reduced by ej_ghty per cent or more . (Percentages of dis -
aafulity~ ~re c ontained in an administrative regulation.) 
Special "rest houses" are set up for the severely disabled 
who cannot be caxed for at home . 
1/ 
Accordj_ng to the .Assistant to the Director of the work-
men ' s compensation rehabilitation program for Italy, lump 
sum settlements are rarely given . Settlements are inf're-
quently allowed and only for a minor injury when the psycho-
logical problems of t he worker necessitate closing the case . 
In conclusion, it should be noted that certain marked 
differences exist between t~e Massachusetts compensation 
system and those of the three c ountries briefly described in 
the preceding paragraphs. Ontario, Canada , Great Britain and 
Italy provide insurance tr.rough an exclusive state fund, 
whereas ~assachusetts employers are insured chiefly wjth 
privete insurers. ~edical care is supervised in these other 
countries, to varying degrees , through the administering com-
pensation agency under its medical staff . In Massachusetts , 
there is no medical supervision either through the Industrial 
.Accident Board , which is the administering agency , or through 
the Industrial Acc ident -Rehabilitation Board , which has t he 
respbnsibility of rehabilit ating in j ured workers . .Approxi-
matel y ninety per centtof the injured workers are represented 
by counsel in Massachusetts ; there are no attorneys involved 
1/ J . Dado , Ass:t stant to the Director , I. N. A.I.L. Rehabilita-
ti on Program , Rome, Italy , August 12, 1960 . 
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in compensation claims in the foreign programs described . 
Lump sum settlements are not allowed in Ontario; no 
cases are closed . The Board has continuing jurisdiction 
over all cases in the ~vent that it is necessary to correct 
any past injustices. Italy allows lump sum settlements on 
only a few minor injuries , and Great Britain has abolished 
lump sum settlements except for a minor disablement of less 
than 20 per cent . In Massachusetts , any type of compensation 
claim may be closed by a lump sum settlement . 
CHAPTER III 
1ffiTHODS OF PROCEDURE 
Design of the study. - - The study is designed to inves-
tigate two groups of persons , the first group (Group I) 
being comprised of certain compensation attorneys, insur-
ance representatives , physicians and the commissioners of 
t he Industrial Accident Board who have the opportunj_ ty of 
advising or reommmending a lump sum settlement to an injured 
worker . The second group (Group II) is comprised of thirty 
workers who received a lump sum settlement. 
The plan is to evaluate the attitudes of Group I 
towards lump sum settlements and rehabilitation and to deter-
mine how their attitudes might affect the rehabilitation of 
injured workers who received a lump sum settlement. It 
might have been sufficient to have investigated the attitudes 
of Group I and then to have hypothesized the effect upon the 
injured worker. The investigator believed that a more mean-
ingful study could be d eveloped by interviewing a group of 
injured workers who received a lump sum settlement and relat-
ing the findings to the attitudes of Group I . 
The reader is reminded that the persons in Group I are 
not specifically the same persons who were involved in ad-
vising or recommending a settlement to the thirty injured 
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workers who were interviewed for this study . Group I 
represents a sa~ple of the most actively engaged persons 
in workmen 's compensations claims in the Boston area, and 
Group II is a random sample of injured workers whose claims 
vvere being settled during a specified period of time at the 
Boston office of the Industrial Accident Board . 
Plan of study.-- The investigator designed two ques-
tionnaires, one for interviewing Group I and one for the 
injured workers (Group II). The first questionnaire provided 
the greater challenge because of the persons involved . The 
persons in Group I were to be asked to give time during the 
business day, when many of them might find it difficult and 
possibly annoying. The investigator also realized that many 
of these persons might be resistant to giving information of 
this type, viewing the request as an intrusion upon their 
personal business . 
1/ 
With ttese considerations in mind , a questionnaire- was 
designed with the assistance of two authorities, one in the 
2/ 
field of rehabilitation and one in workmen ' s compensation.-
A minimal number of questions vvas asked and each was struc-
tured so that the respondent had the greatest possible free-
dom of response. Since tables could not indicate the opin-
ions expressed nor the quality of these opinions , little 
ll Appendix, p . llt-5. 
~ Persons have asked to remain anonymous . 
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attempt was made to quantify t e replies, and the major part 
of the data is to be found in the verbatim responses . The 
approach was justifiable to the investigator because of the 
type of material being reported . 
1/ 
The ques tionnaire-f or the injured workers is based on 
the interview form validated in the Michigan study on lump 
gj 
sum settlements and rehabilitation . There is a minimum of 
quantification in the present study because the primary con-
cern is the qualitative aspect of the material being inves-
tigated . Secondly, the study was not designed to compare 
two groups in which statistical differences are being sought . 
Finally, statistical reporting may be easily questioned with 
such a small population . 
Selection of the population.--
Group I 
1 . The investigator obtained a list of the most active 
compensation attorneys , representatives of insurance 
companies and medical consultants for compensation cases 
from the Director of the Boston University Law-Medicine 
3/ 
Institute . 
ll Appendix, p • 146-148. 
2/ organ, M. Snider, M. G. Sobel , Highlights from a 
on Lum um Redem tion Settlement and Reha.bilita-
Survey Research Center , Univ . of Mighigan, 19 • 
3.1 Professor William Curran , Director, Law-Medicine Research 
Institute, Boston University . 
2 . Another list of such persons was obtained from one of 
the commissioners of the Industrial Accident Board . 
3. third list as developed by the investigator while 
observing lump sum conferences at the Boston office of 
the Industrial Accident Board . 
4. The three lists were correlated and those names which 
appeared on the lists of the two authorities and the 
investigator's list were used in the final study . 
Group II 
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1 . The investigator sat with one of the commissioners at 
the lump sum conferences f rom May , 1959 through October , 
1959, and selected those workers for study who me t the 
following criteria: workers ' claims had not been con-
tested , and the case was settled for ~1,000 or more . 
(Claims under $1 , 000 are considered minor injuries . ) 
2 . Upon selecting a worker for follow- up study, his name, 
address , age , type of injury, date of injury, amount of 
settlement, date of settlement and the attorney's fee 
were noted . 
3. Fifty cases were recorded, although only thirty cases 
were to be studied . It was anticipated that there would 
be a certain amount of attrition from the time of settle-
ment and the follow- up interview . Twenty cases were lost 
for the following reasons : 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(2) 
(1) 
(1) 
(7) (4) 
(1) 
in armed forces 
advised by lawyer not to talk to anyone 
died 
did not want to bother with interview 
settlements turned down by reviewing board 
felt too ill to see anyone 
found interview too upsetting and refused to 
continue 
could not be contacted by phone 
moved , leaving no address 
daughter spoke on phone , stating father ' s limited 
English made interview impossible 
Description of the population .--
Group I 
There are twenty- four persons in Group I. 
Claimant co pensation attorneys : 
The seven attorneys are located in the metropolitan 
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area of Boston and are practising in the field of work-
men's compensation claims almost exclusively . 
Representatives of insurance companies : 
There are seven men within this group . Three of them 
ar e t r ial attorneys for the insurance companies and 
four are claims men . 
Physicians : 
There ar e seven physicians in the study . Four of them 
are consultants to the Industrial ccident Board for 
medical evaluations of the injured workers, and t ree 
of them are directors of hospital rehabilitation centers 
who have treated injured workers. 
Commissioners of the Industrial Accident Board : 
There are three commissioners included in this study , 
all of whom have been serving in this capacity for 
at least five years . 
Group I I. 
There are thirty vvorkers (injured) in Group II. 
Sex : 
ge : 
11 of the workers are males . 
The ages of the injured workers at the time of injury 
range fro::l nineteen years to seventy- one years. The 
median age is tLirty-seven years . 
mount of settlement : 
The settlements range fro~ ~1100 to ~74JO, with a total 
of ~107,480 . 25 . The median payment is ~3575 . 
Type of injury : 
The injuries vary and are presented in Table I . It is 
noted that six of the tLirty workers had more than one 
injury . Eighteen of the vvorkers had an injury to the 
back . 
Date of injury : 
The years of injury range from 1953 to 1959, inclusive . 
ttorneys' fees : 
The attorneys ' fees range f r om ~150 to ~1 , 000 . 
The following table provides a more detailed report of 
the data on each worker at the time of the lump sum confer -
ence . 
35 
36 
Table 1 . Data on Injured Workers at Lump um Con erence 
Case Type of Injury Age at Date of Date of Amount of Attar -
Number Injury Injury settle- settle- ney ' s 
ment ment Fee 
1. Low back str ain 30 Feb ., July , #1,600 $250 
1959 1959 2. Trauma to sacral 26 Feb ., July , 2, 500 500 area of spine 1959 1959 
3 . Trauma to 61 April , July , 3 , 500 525 shoulder 1956 1959 
4. Fractured hip , 25 Sept ., sept . , 4 , 800 950 ribs , multiple 1956 1959 
abrasions 
5. Fractured wrist , 71 Feb . ? ept ., 3 , 974 596 broken bone in 195 1959 hip 
6. Laceration of 25 June , Oct . , 1 , 250 250 scalp , concus- 1959 1959 
sion 
7. Ruptured disc 45 Sept ., Aug . , 1,800 250 1954 1959 8. Muscle torn in 34 Oct . 8 Aug . , 2,200 300 back 195 1959 
9. Ruptured disc 56 March , June , 5,ooo 800 1958 1959 10 . Four fingers 36 Nov . 8 Jul , 2, 200 400 crushed 195 1959 
11 . Ruptured isc 48 Aug ., Oct ., 3 , 750 750 1957 1959 12. Skin infection 45 Junel July, 1 ,100 165 195 1959 13 . Ruptured 70 ept ., July , 5, 500 1 ,000 hernia 1955 1959 
14. Wrenched back , 68 Nov .6 July , 7,4oo no torn muscles & 195 1959 attorney ligaments 
15. Ruptured disc 39 April , Oct ., 2 ,250 350 1953 1959 
(concluded on next page ) 
37 
Table 1 . Data (continued) 
Case Type of Injury Age at Date of Date of A ount of Attor-
· Number Injury Injury Settle~ ett1e- ney's 
ment ment Fee 
lq. Fractured left 19 Oct., Sept., :Wl ,l50 $230 
ankle 1953 1959 
17 . Fractured ver- 27 Feb .S June, 5,000 750 tebrae in low- 195 1959 
er back 
18. Fractured 32 March , Aug., 4,ooo 500 right thumb 1958 1959 
19 . Torn car tilege 46 ov . 8 July , 2 , 500 ~ 375 in knee 195 1959 
20. Torn ligaments 53 May , ept ., 2 , 900 580 in shoulder 1956 1959 
21 . Fractured tibia 44 Oct ., June, 6 ,ooo 900 and fibula 1957 1959 
22 . Ruptured disc 64 March , July, 5,000 no 1957 1959 attorney 23 . Fractured ver- 36 ov June, 6,500 1 ,000 tebrae, concus -
' 
1956 1959 
sion, broken ribs 
24 . Trauma to back 44 April, July, 1,200 no 1959 1959 attorney 25. Ruptured disc 36 J~957 July, 4,ooo 600 1959 . 26 . Back strain 56 1 April, June , 5, 500 825 1958 1959 27 . Ruptured disc 35 ec. 8 Aug ., 3' 500 350 195 1959 28 . Acute lower back 56 July5' Oct ., 2 ,000 300 strain 195 1959 
29 . Fractured leg, 31 ov .' Oct., 7 , 000 no hip, ribs, 1955 1959 attorney shoulder, rup-
tured disc 
3.0 . Trauma to back, 25 arch , May , 1,466 150 shoulder, rib 1957 1959 
--
.-
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Steps in organization.--
1. In eptember of 1959, the investigator obtained the 
services of a student in the Rehabilitation Counseling 
Program at Boston University for visiting the injured 
workers in their homes, four to six months following 
2. 
3. 
4. 
the settlement. The student had had previous experience 
in personnel work with a large industrial firm . The 
investigator and student had a series of conferences on 
the background of workmen's compensation and the purpos-
es of the present study. y 
A letter was drafted to go to persons in Group I. y 
A letter was drafted to go to the injured workers. 
The letters. to Group I were mailed in October and Nov-
ember of 1959. Following this , the investigator called 
each of the persons and made an appointment for an inter-
view . The interviews were scheduled over a six-month 
period . 
5. The following time schedule was arranged for mailing the 
letters to the injured workers : 
May and June settlements------ Letters mailed in Oct. 
July settlements-------------- Letters mailed in Nov. 
August settlements------------ Letters mailed in Dec. 
September settlements--------- Letters mailed in Jan. 
October settlements----------- Letters mailed in Feb . 
11 Appendix , p. 157. 
g/ Appendix , p. 158. 
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6. Each worker was telephone a t his place of residence for 
an appointment . 
7. The following time schedu e was arranged for visiting 
the injured workers in their homes . 
8. 
May settlements--------Visit 
June ettlements----~--Visit 
July settlements----r --Visit 
August settlements--c - -Visit 
September settlements--Visit 
October settlements-j--Visit 
A form was drafte~ for f i lling in 
v 
first group . 
in November 
in November 
in December 
in January 
in February 
in March 
1/ 
and January 
the responses of the 
9. A form wa s drafted for filling in the responses of the 
3.1 
second group . 
The inter views .-- The inberview with the first group 
was designed to learn from t he se persons the advantages and 
disadvantages of lump sum settlements as perceived by them . 
Are there any cir cumstances in which the redeeming of liabil-
ity through a lump sum settlement by the insurer works to the 
advantage of an injured worker? What factors are causing the 
increasing number of settlements , and is this seen as desir -
able? Is the injured worker gaining under the present prac -
tices or are vested interests operating to create this situ-
1/ The time limit was extended due to the Christmas holidays . 
2/ Appendix, pp . 149-151. 
11 Appendix, pp . 152-156. 
ation, regardless of the effect on the injured worker? 
Are the persons in Group I attempting to function under a 
system which has become outmoded in terms of the present-
day needs of the injured worker? 
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Of considerable importance in this study is the meaning 
of rehabilitation to this group of people. Is rehabilitation 
medical restoration only, or does it imply medical and voca-
tional services for the return to gainful employment? If it 
is the latter, then who sees it as his responsibility to 
assist the injured worker in locating employment opportuni-
ties? Does the attorney, the doctor, the insurer or the 
commissioner concern himself with the vocational adjustment 
of the injured worker? The law states clearly what is to be 
provided for injured workers, but is the law being fully 
implemented? How many of these people are familiar with the 
Industrial Accident Rehabilitation Board and the Massachu-
setts Rehabilitation Commission and, more important, do they 
use these resources? These were the questions to be answered 
in the interviews . 
The purpose of the interview with the second group was 
to deter mine the employment status of each of the workers . 
How many were employed and how had they obtained their pres -
ent jobs? Had they experienced difficulty in finding employ-
ment, or had they been able to return to their former employer? 
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If some of the workers were unemployed, what were the factors 
relating to unemployment -- age, physical limitations, inabil-
ity to use skills ~cquired before the injury or lack of 
knowledge of resources for placement? 
How many of the injured workers still needed medical care 
and was this a burden to them? How did the worker feel about 
the medical care he had received? The investigator looked 
for differences between the group who felt satisfied with 
their medical care and those who were dissatisfied . 
Was it the injured worker who initiated the request for 
a lump sum settlement or did he rely on his attorney to make 
this decision? Did the worker feel pressured by the insurer 
to make a settlement, or were there pressures in his personal 
life which caused him to take this course of action? How 
might the weekly compensation payments have affected the 
worker's choice of settling his case? 
At the time of the conference, some workers expressed 
the need for the settlement to go into a business . How many 
did use the funds for vocational rehabilitation purposes? 
~[f they did not do so, how were the funds used? 
The final purpose of the interview was to gain some insight 
relative to the injured worker's feeling about the injury and 
its subsequent disabling effect . 
C PTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALY IS OF DATA 
The data will be tabulated, wherever possible, followed 
by a summary and discussion . In order to indicate clearly 
many of the feelings expressed, much of the material will 
be presented verbatim. 
Problem I:--What factors are considered important in closing 
a workmen's compensation claim with a lump sum settlement? 
The writer does not wish to suggest naively that the 
financial implications of a settlement are unimportant to 
attorneys and insurers , .but the purpose is to discover if 
there are other factors which are also of importance, and 
oftentimes overlooked , when generalizing about the monetary 
interests of both insurens ,and attorneys in lump sum settle-
ment cases . This first problem is also concerned with the 
injured worker, who is the focal point in compensation 
claims and who may be more influential than is sometimes 
realized. 
To answer this first problem, the persons in Group I 
were asked if they favored or opposed lump sum settlements, 
to cite the positive and negative aspects of lump sum settle-
' -
ments and the circumstances under which they would oppose a 
i lump sum settlement for an injured worker . The injured 
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workers were asked if they felt they had had a choice in 
settling their claims , why the case had been se t tled and 
would they do the same again if given the opportunity . 
The verbatim responses of Group I are presented first, 
followed by a summary of the findings. 
Group I. 
Attorneys 
1. 11 I'm opposed because of the c ircurn-
stances causing settlements •••• the ignorant 
employee seems to think he ' s entitled to a 
settlement, regardless of the case •••• seri-
ously disabled, he may never be able to work 
and then end up on welfare •••• or the attor -
ney just wants a fee •••• or the Board just 
pushes for a settlement because they have 
such a backlog of cases •••• In some instances 
the employee may gain because he's gone into 
debt and the settlement helps him pay off his 
obligations •••• and there are those who will 
never go back to work until they get a l settle-
ment •••• There ' s too much of this lump- summing 
today and it's a bad practice ." 
2 . 11 lthough we only ge t paid from set-
tled cases , I'm opposed to settlements. We 
ought to pay an employee total or partial com-
pensation until he has the physical capacity 
to return to work •.•• We could elimjnate a lot 
of faking and chiseling, and people wouldn 't 
stay out of work, waiting for a settlement if 
we did away with them." 
3. "TLe great advantage of settlement is 
glvlng a guy protection for the future •.•• If he 
goes back to work without a settlement and has 
a new employer, he has no cushion, and it's dif -
ficult for him to prove a new case if something 
comes up related to his old injury . his settle-
ment should cover the calculated risk he takes 
by stopping compensation and the risk of the in-
surer in the case.'' 
4. "I'm in favor of settlements because 
it rehabilitates the worker; it gets him back 
to work. The money the man gets from the lump 
sum makes up for the wages he lost while he was 
on compensation ••.• Rarely is it not beneficial 
• • • • Remember, the bulk of our income ·s from 
settlements; we don't make anything w en a man 
is on compensation." 
5. "Our system is all cockeyed •••• if a 
man goes back to work for a few days and finds 
he isn't physically ready for it, then e's off 
compensation, and it takes him months to get a 
hearing before the Board so he can be reinstated 
again • •• • so, if you feel he's OK, then you advise 
him to settle • •• • There are a few i surers who 
will give a man a trial period at work first, 
before settling a case, but there aren't many 
who will do it • • •• There ar e some neurotics 
who'll never go back to work until a case is 
settled , and plenty of them become neurotics by 
the l ong delay in getting a settlement . Often-
times , a quick settlement means ore money for a 
man than any protracted litigation. " 
6 . ''I'm in favor of settlements w:ten there 
is a contest over liability, or if a man dies of 
a non-industrial accident •••• A an who is getting 
only partial compensation ~ay get more money this 
way . Sometimes a settlement can set him up in 
business . " 
7. "Settlements ar e good for certain workers 
who always were insecure and need that ' boot in 
the pants ' to get back to work, or workers who 
have been living on welfare and need that sense of 
independence that the settlement gives them •• • • 
I ' m opposed to a settlement which deprives a man 
of a rehabilitation program , but there are so many 
problems in providing rehabilitation anyway. 
"We haven't anything for the man out in 
the country who doesn ' t live near a rehab . center • 
••• There are the rehabilitation centers provided by 
the insurers . The claims department is supposed to 
be separate from rehab . , but some of my clients 
have told ~e that they ' ve been docked when they 
44 
didn't show up at the Center fo r a couple of 
days . The workers are bound to be suspicious 
of insurers who run rehab . programs, since 
they know the insurer is trying to make the 
case as cheap as possible, and they can't see 
the insurer in the role of their benefactor • 
••• There are attorneys who don't care about 
the welfare of the worker; they only want a 
fee .••• The answer to abuses in co ,pensation 
is in providing competent lawyers . tr 
Insurers 
1 . "I'm opposed to lump sum settle ents 
•••• The way our Compensation Act is now, it's 
just a bonus for ge t ting hurt; it's not com-
pensation for work injury •••• The lawyers are 
the ones benefiting from settlements ." 
2 . "For some workers , the settlement is 
nothing but a 'green poultice' which miracu-
lously cures them ! Wi th broken arms, legs and 
other specific injuries, you can tell if they 
are legitimate and then settle the case, but 
with the intangible injuries like backs, it 
does no good to settle a case because they 
(worker s) just start all over again claiming 
another back injury •••• Lump sum settlements 
just bring about more settlements ; the worker 
keeps looking for a settlement , just on a nuis-
ance basis!" 
3. 11 A settlement is good if a man has 
reached an end result medically •••• Now , I'm a 
very suspicious man , and I know a lot of these 
claims are not legitimate . I don't believe 
there should ever be a settlement on a perman-
ently and totally disabled man or any very ser -
iously injured worker, for then you are defeat-
ing the purpose of compensation ." 
4. "Lump sum settlements are good because 
they get a man back to work, but I'd never rec-
ommend one for anyone in my family . I'd prefer 
to keep their rights open." (!!!) * 
* Investigator's exclamation points . 
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5. "I'm in favor of a settlement when the 
worker: has reached an end result medically. Of 
course, this is difficult to evaluate because 
the doctor may say the man isn't ready medically, 
but the worker feels he is and presses for a set-
tlement, and he should know best , anyway, if he's 
OK •••• I do feel that once the insurer accepts a 
case, he should pay total compensation until the 
claimant is ready for work •••• I ' d never recommend 
a settlement for a permanently and totally dis-
abled man •••• If they adopted fewer lump sums, the 
insurers would be willing to pay more compensation, 
we'd need fewer commissioners and the attorneys 
wouldn't be receiving all this money; then the 
worker would really benefit •••• We do know that 
there are many abuses and many settlements are 
being made when the worker isn't ready medically • 11 
6. "I'm in favor of these settlements which 
we call 'green court plaster ' , the money to get 
them back to work •••• Compensation can become com-
fortable , and even those whos e claims are legiti-
mate are thrown off balance by a change in their 
existence •••• When the worker reaches an end result, 
he needs that extra push to go back to work ." 
7. "Settlements are good for some people who 
look at an injury as an excuse for not working . 
They just adjust their level of needs down to the 
level of co~pensation, and with no taxes and enough 
dependents collecting, there ' s no incentive for 
work •••• Oftentimes a settlement is better than a 
rehabilitation program. Many workers go through 
rehabilitation to avoid being t aken off compensa-
tion, and yet they have no de sire to be rehabili-
tated . " 
Physicians 
1. (Director of private rehabilitation program) 
"The patients who have the greatest problems 
are those who have turned their cases over to attor -
neys . Settlements are dangerous becaase a man shuts 
himself off from a rehabilitation program and future 
medical care, and many times it is difficult for us 
to state just how much treatment a man will need in 
the future . I only recommend a settlement when the 
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complaint of incapacity is disproportionate to 
the extent of the disability . Then I wonder how 
much financial importance there is to the case 
in the mind of the worker ar his attorney ." 
2 . (Director of pr i vate rehabilitation program) 
" Patients who are waiting for a settlement 
resist the rehabilitation program, feeling they'll 
lose out on a big settlement if they are rehabilitat-
ed . I ' ve only recommended a settlement when I felt 
it was necessary to shock a patient into reality ." 
3. (Director of private rehabilitation program) 
"
1!ve feel that many cases dr ag on because 
the worker is waiting for a settlement, and we feel 
that if they ' d only close the case , we could rehabil-
itate the man . I feel the big problem is with the 
attorney who's trying to make a big case •••• If you 
have a competent doctor working with the employer and 
the insurer, you don't need an attorney, especially 
the way it is now , with the attorneys getting such a 
large part of the settlement •••• I feel we should 
never lump sum a major disability ." 
.,. 4. 11 I feel that a worker out of work because 
of an on- the-j ob accident should receive his entire 
salary during the time he is out of work , and then 
the only additional payment after returning to work 
should be related to any per manent loss of earning 
power . 11 
5. "There is some mer it in a lump sum settle-
ment ; it does get the worker back to work. It also 
provides the incentive by providing him with some 
security to get going again •••• The negative aspect 
now is that some workers come to look for this only , 
and it magnifies the disability in the mind of the 
worker . Some of my patients even tell me that the 
attorney advises them to ' play sick' until work is 
ready for them •.•• like in the building trades where 
there are seasonal lay- offs . Our problem rests with 
the attorneys who are always pushing for a settle-
ment , since this is the only way they get paid ." 
6. '' I ' m basically opposed , for our whole system 
i s filled with abuses ! The months of delay in hear-
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ings, the attorneys getting much more than the 15%, 
which is never reported, the excessive fees to con-
sultants! Our whole program has become a 'bonus' 
program, each worker asking ' How much did my neigh-
bor get?' All of this being aided by the attorney! 
Our r ehabili tat ion programs can't work with every-
one looking for a settlement . We 'd be much better 
off without all these settlements which make people 
susceptible to all the skullduggery that goes on up 
at the Board !" 
7. ''Positive factors : (written reply following 
interview) 
1. Provides money for changing vocation. 
2. Serves or satisfies pstehological 
significance of whatever injury meant 
to patient. 
3. Removes o . 2 above as factor in pro-
longing disability and rehabilitation. 
Negative factors : 
1 . eed for money influences patient or 
family to settle prematurely in respect 
to necessary medical treatment. 
2. Removes proper protection of patient 
with permanent disability. 
3. Permits unwise vocational changes." 
Commissioners 
1 . "Positive factors: (written reply following 
interview) 
1. Injury and compensation so complex, 
worker unable to give up compensation 
without incentive of lump sum. 
2. Money used to begin productive life. 
3. Lump sum payments have become an expec-
tation of workers in certain industries 
•••• and until they get what other workers 
received in similar case, they will still 
have the disability. 
Negative f actors: 
1 . No lump sum should be entered unless end 
result is reached •••• 
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2. Is settlement in best interest of employ-
ee? Can he handle settlement, has counsel 
made full disclosure of fee, what work can 
he do, has he had rehabilitation and, if 
~ not, how would such help and is settlement 
adequate? 
Where compensation termination hearings are delayed 
as long as they are, there are many cases which are 
approved for settlement where upon hearing , the 
discontinuance would be granted, but because t he 
insurers must pay compensation for many months be-
fore they can obtain a hearing, they are willing to 
settle . " 
2 . "I am definitely opposed to lump sum set-
tlements! It's only because of the mechanics of 
the Board that this practice has continued and grown 
over the years . It there were no lump sums, the 
worker would rehabilitate himself; he ' d go back to 
work rather than wait around looking for a sum of 
money •••• ~~en the insurer or the lawyer knows that 
he can't get a hearing for months, he'll make a 
settlement . They 're almost preempted from doing 
otherwise •••• The only time I can see the value of a 
lump sum is when the medical opinion is such that 
continuing litigation may harm the client. 11 
3. "I'm in favor of settlements because it's 
just human nature that, once a man gets his case 
settled, he'll go back to work . The settlement 
really hastens him back to the job •••• Unfortunately, 
the number of lu~p sum settlements has grown so over 
the years, and at the present time, in our anxiety 
to reduce the heavy load, there are probably some 
settled cases which should never have been lump 
summed •.•• We just don ' t have t e time to process 
cases as they should be." 
The following table summarizes the attitudes expressed 
by the persons in Group I . 
Table 2 . Attitudes of Group I Towards Lump Sum ettlements 
Group I Definitely Definitely .Ambivalent 
Opposed in Favor 
Attorneys (7) 2 2 3 
Insurers (7) 1 3 3 
Physicians (7) 4 0 3 
Commissioners (3) 1 1 1 
Totals 8 b 10 
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The above char t may be somewhat misleading in the 
specificity of res ponses. The only definitive answers 
were those from the group who stated emphatically that 
they opposed settlements . The reasons for opposing set-
tlements are closely related to why others felt uncertain 
about the desirability of settlements . Almost forty per 
cent of the respondents were ambivalent in answering the 
question of whether they favored or opposed lump sum set-
tlements . Thirty- three per cent definitely opposed set-
tlements , and twenty-five per cent definitely favored 
them. 
Although the attorneys have been accused of fostering 
settlements for their own monetary gains, two of the at-
torneys were definitely opposed to settlements and were 
particularly critical of settling a case when the worker 
was permanently and totally disabled . The fcur physicians 
who opposed set tlements included the three directors of 
rehabilitation programs who found that settlements i nter-
fered with the r ehabilitation of the injured worker, who 
was more preoccupied with the financial aspects of his 
case than ith his successful physical restoration. 
Table 3. Negative Aspects of Lump Sum Settlements Cited by 
Group I. 
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Group I 
I 
Malinger - Attorneys 
ing Enc our - Get 
aged Benefits 
Wor~er Worker Deprived 
Resists of Rehab . 
Rehab . Services 
I 
Attorneys (20l I 2 1 0 1 
Insurers (7) I 5 ~ 0 1 Physicians (7) 2 4 
I 
2 
Commission-
er s (3) 2 1 0 1 
I 
Totals* 11 9 4 I 5 
It can be observed that the most frequent res ponse 
given by the majority of the persons in citing the negative 
aspects of lump sum settlements is . the amount of malinger -
ing which is encouraged . Of secondary i mportance was t Lat 
these persons saw the attorneys drawing the benefits in 
t e:nms of the fees tl-~ey received . One attorney expressed 
the opinion t hat "There are attorneys who don't care about 
the welfare of the worker; t a ey only want a fee . " He con-
eluded by sa ing t hat the answer to the abuses in wor kmen ' s 
compensation is in providing competent lawyers . Only t wo 
of the seven attorneys coula cite any negative aspects of 
lump sun settlements, wLile five of the nine replies from 
the insurers were related to t he amount of malingering 
* Totals more than t wenty-four because some respondents 
gave more t han one answer . 
aOSTON UNIVERSITY 
~D_U_CATION LIBRARY 
which was en~ouraged . 
Table 4. Positive Aspects of Lump Sum Se ttlements Cited by 
Group I. 
Group I Forces Re- Financial Vocational Delay in 
turn to Workl Security Rehab . Hearings 
c~ 
' ttorneys (7) 3 5 0 1 
Insurers (7) 5 1 1 0 
Physicians (4) 1 2 1 0 
Commission-
ers (3 ) 2 0 0 1 
Totals 11 '"15 2 2 
In the abovr chart it is noted that eleven of the twen-
ty-one persons replying felt that a settlement vvas the only 
way to get many wor kers off compensat ion and back to work. 
lmost fif ty per cent of these responses were f rom the in-
surers . The a ttitude of the insurers towards the injured 
worker was, for the most part, host ile. They saw the in-
jured worker as enjoying the benefits of compensation and 
52 
in need of the ''green court plaster 11 as an i mpetus to return 
1/ 
to work. 'Heb ster~s-definition of malinger is, nTo feign 
illness or inability in order to avoid doing one 's duty; to 
shirk'' . It is noted that the five reasons stated by the in-
surers for either favoring or opposing settlements are , in 
essence , the same and only different aspects of the same 
1/ Webster ' s Collegiate Dictionary , Fifth Edition , G. &. C. 
Merriam Co ., Springfield , Mas s., 1942, p . 606 . 
subject, i . e., malingering . The seven attorneys pointed 
out nine favorable aspects of lump sum settlements, and 
over fifty per cent of their replies pertained to finan-
cial security for the injured worker. They recognized 
that the period of unemployment, due to an injury, could 
cause great financial hardship, and the settlement could 
make up, in part, for the worker's period of low income . 
One attorney spoke at great length on what he felt was the 
most serious problem in workmen's compensation and why he 
felt lump sum settlements were advantageous. He contended 
that the injured worker is unable to obtain a trial period 
of work before being taken off compensation. " •••• if a 
man goes back to work for a few days and finds he isn't 
physically ready for it, then he's off compensation and it 
takes him months to get a hearing before the Board before 
he can be reinstated again •••• so, if you feel he's OK, then 
you advise him to settle." Another attorney expressed the 
same problem and said that only a few of the smaller insur -
ers will allow a trial period of work for their clients . 
Only four physicians advanced any positive aspects of 
settlements, and half of their replies related to the fin-
ancial security a worker might obtain. 
Although the three commissioners differed in whether 
they favored or opposed lump sum settlements, all three 
agreed that the "mechanics of the Board", i:e., the long 
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delay in hearings, had necessitated the increasing and 
excessive number of lump sum settlements . 
Table 5. Circumstances Under ~nich Group I Advises 
Agai:J.st Lump Sum Settlements for Injured 
VJorker 
Group I Needs Need s 
Medical Voca-
Care ' tional 
1 
Settle-
ment 
Too 
Small 
Se ttle- Permanently 
Attorneys (7) 
Insurers (7) 
Physicians (7) 
Commission-
ers (3) 
Totals* 
6 
2 
6 
2 
I6 
Rehab . 
0 
0 
1 
1 
2 
4 
0 
0 
2 
ment Disabled 
Too 
Lar ge 
0 
4 
0 
0 
1 
2 
1 
0 
Only one physici an stated that he never advises against 
a lump sum settlement because "delay s cause neurosis" . One 
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insurer stated t Lat his decision concerning a settlem.&Jat was 
determined by two t hi ngs : Was it to the advantage of t he 
insurer, and did t he employee insist upon it? Sixteen per-
sons opposed settlements until the worker had reached an 
end result, medically . 11 End r esult" appears to mean "end of 
the case 11 , for only two persons saw t he need for vocational 
rehabilitation services as a considerationnin advising a 
worker against a lump sum settlement . Although it is the 
insurers' r e sponsibility t o provide rehabilitation services, 
* Totals more t han 24 because respondents gave more than one 
response . 
only two saw the need for medical care as a reason for 
opposing a settlement, and none mentioned the need for 
vocational rehabilitation. One insurer stated that he 
does not check on the worker's having reached an end re-
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sult because the " •••• attorneys are pretty good about this 
and don't ask for a settlement unless the worker has reached 
an end result" . (One of the attorneys, however, did not dis-
cuss the need for medical care . ) 
I nsurers and attorneys were eq~ally divided on the 
issue of the amount of the settlement's being too large or 
too small in opposing a settlement . The commissioners 
were more closely identified with the attorneys in opposing 
a settlement if they felt the amount of money was not ade -
quate to compensate a worker for his period of unemployment 
due to an industrial accident . 
Summary .--It was found that the most important factor gov-
erning the persons in Group I in the determination of clos-
ing a compensation claim was the injured worker's medical 
status. 
Fifty per cent of the responses cited for opposing a 
lump sum settlement for an injured worker related to the 
worker's need for medical treatment . Six of the replies 
from the attorneys emphasized that the need for additional 
medical care would influence them to oppose a settlement. 
Of secondary importance to the attorneys in opposing set- . 
~lements was that the amount of money was not large enough 
to compensate the worker for his injury and his period of 
unemployment. Twenty- five per cent of the insurers dis -
cussed the need for additional medical care as a factor 
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in opposing a settlement, whereas fifty ~ cent of their 
replies were, "The size of the settlement requested was too 
large ." Six of the seven physicians' replies opposing set-
tlements were also based on the need for additional medical 
care . The one physician who differed from the group said 
he could never advise against a settlement because ''··· de-
lays cause neurosis" . Two of the three commissioners also 
cited the need for medical care as the important factor in 
opposing settlements. Only two of the twenty-four respon-
dents stated that an injured worker's need for vocational 
rehabilitation services would be a consideration prior to 
closing a compensation claim. 
In conclusion, it was found that twenty-five per cent 
of the persons definitely favored settlements and seventy-
five per cent were either opposed or uncertain about the 
advantages of a lump sum settlement. A general feeling of 
dissatisfaction with the present system of lump sum settle-
ments was expressed by the seventy- five per cent, with the 
insurers perceiving themselves as the victims of the - aling-
ering injured workers who were, in turn, influenced by the 
attorneys . Five of the physicians appeared to hold them-
selves apart from all of the legal proceedings surrounding 
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the workmen ' s compensation clai ms and indicated an unwill-
ingness to involve themselves too deeply in the problems 
relating to industrial accident cases . The commissioners 
evidenced t he problem of attempting to meet the increas-
ing demands for the rapid adjudication of compensation 
claims and the resultant effect of being able to give lit-
tle more than a superficial appraisal of individual claims . 
The one factor which finally evolved from the attitudes 
t owards lump sum settlements was that the battle line had 
been clearly dr awn , with insurer against attorney and the 
commissioners more closely identified with the latter . 
Problem I. -- What fac tors ar e considered i mportant in clos-
ing a workmen's compensation claim with a lump sum settle-
ment'"t 
Group II . Injured Workers 
Each worker was asked if he had a cho~ce between 
settling hi s case or continuing on weekly payments . The 
responses were equally divided; fifty per cent replied 
11 yes" and fifty per cent said "no" . Each worker was then 
asked why his case had been settled . The "yes 11 and "no" 
replies and reasons for settlement are tabulated below : 
Reasons for settling claims.--
Table 6. Injured Workers' Reasons for Settling Claim 
According to Choice in Settling 
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Reasons for 6ettling Claim ----~~~~N~um~b~e~r~o~f~W~o~r~k~e~r~s~~--
Had A Choice Had No Choice 
Pressing financial needs 7 3 
Amount of settlement 
agreeable to worker 2 0 
orker feared insurer 
would cut compensation 2 0 
Insurer threatened to I 
stop compensation 
I 
0 2 
Insurer-attorney forced 
settlement I 0 2 Insurer stopped 
co:npensation I 0 2 
ttorney advised settling 1 1 
Insurer forced settling 0 2 
Doctor advised settling I 1 0 
Vocational I rehabilitation 1 0 
- eturn to work I 1 0 
o reply I 0 3 
Totals 15 15 
Thirty-three per cent of the workers had settled their 
claims because of pressing financial needs. A review of 
ten cases showing the average weekly wage, take-home pay, 
weekly compensation payments and number of dependents claim-
ing support gives a clearer picture of the financial diffi-
culties encountered by the worker . 
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Table 7. Ten V'orkers' Average 1J1 eekly Wage, Take- Home Pay, 
Weekly Compensation Payments Including Dependents' 
Allowances and Number of Dependents 
Case 
No . 
1 . 
2 . 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10 . 
Average 
1i eekly 
1 Vage 
$ 99 . 00 
132 . 00 
130 . 00 
68 . 00 
109 . 50 
100 . 00 
71 . 60 
68 . 00 
122 . 50 
68 . 70 
Take- Home 
Pay * 
~ 83 . 64 
108 . 10 
113 . 86 
57 . 39 
90 . 10 
81. 50 
58 . 80 
60 . 12 
107 . 41 
68 . 70 
eekly Compensation Number of 
Including Allotments Dependents 
for Dependents ** 
$4 .oo 
3 5. 00 , later 
to $40 . 00 
56 . 00 
44 . 00 
35 . 00 
35 . 00 
35. 00 
37 . 00 , later 
to ~32 . 50 
44 . 00 
45 . 00 
2 
0 
4 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 at first, 
e later 
3 
6 
Five of . the ten workers s t ated their wives had gone to 
wor k during the time they wer e on compensation . From this 
sample it was difficult to see how these workers could 11 ad -
just their l evel of needs down to the level of compensation" 
as one of the insurers stated . 
* Take- home pay based on Feder al and State withholding taxes . 
;~ No State withholding tax is computed on wages pr ior to Jan-
uary , 1959, when State withholding tax became compulsory . 
** Weekly compensation payments vary according to ti~e of in-jury . Maximum raised December 7, 1959 to ~45 . 00 per week 
and $6 . 00 for each dependent . 
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Two workers felt t • ey hsd been forced into settling 
b the insurance company and the attorneys they had nired . 
In 1955 a seventy-year old auto ~echanic 
suffGred a ruptured hernia from a fall . In addi-
tion to his weekly compensation(r-37 . 50) he received 
specific compensation 1/ ·or a total of 37t weeks 
(~750) . he received a settlement of ~5,500 . ( otal 
pa ments ~12,415 . 72) Counsel fee was ·1,000 . t 
the interview he said, "The lawyers, ~ine and the in-
surance compan 's, got together and dec·ded a lu p 
sum. I didn't \,ant it, but they forced it on me . 
they were like that together . 11 (He held his two fing -
er together.) he is unemplo -ed . 
fort -eight- year old carpenter in the build-
ing trades, and father of two children, suffered a 
back injury necessitating surgery for a ruptured in-
vertetral disc and pir-al fusion in 1~57 . He felt 
he had no choice in settling his case . "The insur -
ance compan and my attor ney wanted to ettle tre 
case . li Eis settlement was ~3 , 750 . Counsel fee was 
~750 . he is currently employed . 
Two workers felt tney had no c oice in settling because 
the insurer tr~eatened to take them off compensation . 
seventy- one year old foreman , o assembled 
new '"1achinery suffered a fractured bone in the hip 
and a broken wrist in February , 1957 . - e stated, 
"The insurance company said they could cut e off 
at any time, so to be safe, I settled . You can't 
do it an other way . They insure you or ~10 , 000 
and they begrudge ou that . They make you settle 
for less so they will have something left out of 
the y, lO , OOO . " The worker settled for $3 , 974, out 
of which his attorney received ~596 . 15 . In the 
case folder, the doctor had stated, " ••.• this man 
is totally disabled as far as the hip or leg; how-
ever, he could perform work in a sitting position . 
~he worker is unemployed . 
A twenty- five year old window washer , married, 
and father of two children , fell from a ladder and 
suffer ed injuries to his back , shoulder and rib in 
Mar ch , 1957 . He stated , "They (insurance company) 
1/ Commor-wealth of Mass ., General Laws, hapter 152, Sec . 36 . 
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give you such a hard time on the eekly payments ••• 
always threatening to cut you offT •• you suffer mor e 
as a result of this . They give you so much trouble, 
even when you're on the level with them . 11 he settled 
for $1 ,466 and his attorney's fee was ~150 . He is 
presently employed as a service repair man , earning 
less money . He feels he could physically handle his 
prior type of employ1nent if it were available . 
Two workers settled because the feared the insurer would 
take them off compensation at any tine . 
A fift - five year old inventory control man 
suffered a severe back strain in July, 1955. Be 
returned to work and injured his back again . During 
a tn~ee-year period he was hospitalized three times . 
'fhe doctor recoilliD.ended he do 11 easy work". "I settled 
because there was only ~1, 000 I could collect on and 
they will shut you off a t any time . The insurance 
company always has some agent pussyfootin5 around 
to see if you're working . I helped the garage an 
across the street with his bookkeeping in exchange 
for the care of my car . For this , they stopped my 
payments for eighteen months , and I had a h--- of a 
time getting back on comp •••• Now that shouldn't be 
allowed ." The worker feels he has a total disability 
and the insurance compan - should have found him some 
suitable work he could handle with hi s back limita-
tions. he settled for $2, 000 (total payment s 
~8 , 402 . 50) The counsel received ~300 . He is unem-
ployed • 
. A fifty-seven year old assistant machine tender 
suffered a back injury in 1958. He has attempted to 
get employment , but fe els that he has been discrim-
inated against by potential employers because he has 
a back condition . He only knows heavy work , which 
he cannot do now . "I settled because I would then 
have something in case of an emergency; otherwise, 
I might have been receiving the payments for maybe 
only a limited period of time ••• and then, wher e 
would I be? 11 liis settlement was ~5 , 500 (total pay-
ments $8 , 000 ) and the counsel received ~825. He 
does not feel he is employed , although he operates 
a small business from his home. 
Two workers said they had no choice in settling . The insur-
er ~ took them off compensation and they had to settle . 
A t _irty- three year old tree surgeon , father 
of two chil dren , suffered a ruptured disc in Jan~­
ary, 1957 . He was operated on successfully and 
althoueh he is presently employed , he c annot do 
the type of wor k he did previously (tree cli mbing ) . 
" I weat to wor k to offset the dr ain on my funds , 
and tLe insurance company cut off my weekly pay-
ments and t hen forced me to set tle . " Ee received 
a y4 ,ooo settlement . The counsel fee was J600 . 
A fifty - six year old ~iveter suffered a torn 
ligament in his right shoulder in 1956 . He was 
with hi s past emploJ er for t wenty years. He had 
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a functional loss of the maj or upper extremity 
(shoulder and ar m) of 50 per cent and slight disfig-
urement . He wa s unable to continue in his past work 
because of his disability and is currently a handy-
man in a factory . He stated , "Yv11en they (insurer) 
found out I hired a lawyer , they stopped my payments ." 
His lump sum settlement was ~2 , 900 (total payments 
.,J>3 ,485). Counsel received .;}580 . 
One worker was advised by his doctor to settle his case . 
In 1956, a sixty- eight year old housepainter 
wrenched his back and tore the muscles and liga-
ment s. He suffered a 70 per cent loss of function . 
His case was se t tlea in Jul y , 1959 . He states t~at 
he need s medical care but , since his case is closed, 
he c annot get it . "My doctor advised me to settle. 
I was glad to bec ause I got worn out going before 
the Board every few .days and gett ing no satisfaction ." 
The settlement was ~7,400. He had no attorney . 
One wor ker stated : 
11
" ell , I wanted to return to work ••.• my family 
doctor said I was fine and I felt IDK, so ..• I settled . " 
Two wor kers settled because the amount of t he settle~ent 
was agreeable to t hem . 
A t hirty-one year old carpenter in the build i ng 
trades , who has six dependents, fell f r om a ladder 
in 1955 and suffered a fracture of the shoulder, hip 
and ribs and a ruptured disc. In Septe~ber of 1959, 
the doctor said in his report, 11 I suggested a small 
':.usiness to the patient . He sai d he would like it 
and f eels he ' ~l get better doi ng something . He is 
showin,g improvement . " One month lat er the case was 
settled for ~7 , 000, (total payments, ~16,102 . 86) . 
He had no attorney . He was unemployed at the 
time of the interview and was rather reluctant 
to talk to the interviewer . He said, "I thought 
the settlement was to my advantage ." 
A forty-six year old man suffered a broken 
leg which resulted in a 30 per cent loss of func -
tion . He received $1 , 550 for loss of function 
and disfigurement . His accident occurred in Octo-
ber , 1957 and was settled in July , 1959 . He had 
returned to work prior to the settlement but was 
forced to quit because the work aggravated his 
injury . He received a 6,000 settlement (total 
payments $9 ,150). Counsel fee was $900 . He is 
unemployed. 
Two wor kers settled because their attor neys had advised 
them to do so . 
A fo r ty-six year old auto mechanic developed 
dermatitis in 1956. He stated, " .••• the lawyer 
told me to grab it (settlement) because otherwise 
the insurance company might try to connect it wi th 
alcoholism and I'd get nothing . " The worker set-
tled for $1,100 and the counsel fee was $165. The 
worker still needs medical care and is currently 
unemployed because of his skin infection ._ 
A thirty- year old laborer suffered a back 
strain in February, 1959. In May, 1959 the doctor 
stated , " •••• patient can wor k , but limited heavy 
work . 11 The case was settled in July, 1959. He 
felt he had no choice in settling and stated at 
the interview , 11 £1y lawyer told me the insurance 
company would cut off the benefits if I didn't 
settle ." He settled for $1 ,600 . Counsel fee was 
$250 . 
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It was found that seventy-five per cent of the workers who 
had replied to the question , "Why did you settle your case?", 
had felt pressure of some type , either real or imagined . 
The ten workers who had felt the pressure of debts and 
growing financial needs felt they must have the settlement 
to pay all the debts whi.ch they had incurred while they 
were on compensation. Some of their comments were as 
follows: 
"It isn't a matter of choice. You're forced 
into it. I was going deeper into debt; otherwise, 
I would not have settled until such time as I felt 
that my previous physical and emotional status had 
been restored." 
"After ten months, the burden of debt becomes 
so threatening that if a settlement will wipe them 
out, you take it." 
"You just can 1 t live on $50 a week with a 
wife and three children. If you've got money to 
fall back on, you can hold out until you're sure 
you're cured, but a person like me, with no sav-
ings, has to settle. They (insurance company) 
wait until they know you ' re in debt, and then 
they ask you if you'd like to settle •••• what else 
can you. do? ••• They've got you. You owe everybody 
so you have to settle •••• the workingman hasn't a 
chance." 
Use of the lump sum settlement.-- Each worker was 
asked how he used his settlement. Twenty-eight of the 
thirty workers used either a portion or all of the money 
to pay bills. Sixteen of the twenty-eight workers paid 
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bills and were able to save some of the money as a "hedge" 
against future needs. Of these sixteen workers, seven 
are unemployed and do not feel they will be able to return 
to employment again. One worker was able to save his en-
tire settlement. The last worker used his settlement to 
buy supplies for entering his own business. 
Attitudes towards lump sum settlement.-- The following 
table indicates the attitudes of the workers towards the 
settlement four to six months after settling the ca~e. 
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Table 8. Attitudes of Workers Towards Lump Sum Settlements 
If Given Opportunity to Do Over 
ttitude If Given Chance 
to ·ettle .gain 
¥7ould not settle 
Would do same again 
No reply 
Total 
Number of Yorkers 
6 
22 
2 
30 
egardless of t he amount of pressure a worker experienced 
in deciding upon a lump sum se t tlement , only twenty per cent 
of the workers said t hey woul d not take settlement if they 
had it to do over. Thirty- three per cent of the workers who 
were confronted with debts stated t hat if t hey faced t he same 
financial obligations , they would elect a settlement , but if 
the weekly payments had been adequate , they would not have 
settled so readily . Ten per cent of t he workers stated they 
would take a settlement again because t hey felt fine and they 
thought a man should work if he could do so . Ten per cent of 
the wor ker s felt that if t hey were off ered the same size 
settlement , they would accept it again . The reports of the 
twenty per cent who felt they would not take a settlement 
if they had it to do over again are as follows : 
"I ' d rather t ake the weekly payments because 
you squander a lump sum and t hen you have 
nothing ." 
"I certainly wouldn 't unless I kneV~; I'd be 
all right and able to ork again . 11 
"Because I know now that I'll never be able 
to go back to work , I would prefer the 
steady income and medical protection .'' 
"I believe that I could hold them to a 
total disability because that 's what I've 
got ." 
"I'd take the wee kly pa ments because ther: 
you're sure of something coming in. 11 
"I think I learned a lesson this time . I 
took the money and then this thing kicked 
up again and I can't work and I have no 
recourse now .'' 
SummarJ~:.-- It vvas found that one of the most i mportant 
factors influencing injured workers in the settlement of 
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their claims was the financial burden they experienced fol -
lowing an industrial accident . Thirty- tr...ree per cer.t of 
the workers stated they settled because of the pressure of 
debts. Thirty-three per cent of the reasons for settling 
related to the actual or anticipated pressure f rom the in-
surer, and in ten per cent of the cases, the pressures wer e 
felt from the insurer and the worker 's a ttorney. 
Although half of t he thirty Jorkers said they had a 
choice in settling their claims, an investigation of the 
replies indicated that less than twenty per cent actually 
had a free choice in the determination of a lump sum set-
tlement . 
Problem II .-- Does a lump sum settlement rehabilitate an 
injured Worker? 
The second problem to be answered is related to the 
most commonly cited reason for persons favoring lump sum 
settlements; i . e ., a settlement rehabilitates the worker. 
Almost fifty per cent of the persons in Group I favored 
settlements because a settlement was seen as the motivat-
ing factor for the insured wor ker 's return to employment. 
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Many in Group I who wer e basically opposed to lump sum 
settlements also stated that settlements did "rehabilitate" 
many workers -- they did forc e the worker to return to 
wor k. The first consideration, therefore , was to determine 
the employment status of the thirty injured workers . 
Employment status.--
Table 9. Employment Status of Thirty Injured Workers Four 
to Six Months Fmllowing a Lump Sum Settlement 
Employment Status 
Employed 
Unemployed 
Total I 
Number of Workers 
16 
14 
30 
The findings do not substantiate the opinions advanced 
by many persons in Group I, who stated t hat a settlement 
forces a return to work . The fi gur e s show an almost equal 
number of workers who are unemployed as those who are 
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employed . Further questioning of the workers revealed that 
five of the unemployed had worker sinc e the injury . (One of 
the workers included within the employed group maintained he 
was not working , but since he was operating a small business 
from his home , he was included within the employed numbers . ) 
Return to work.-- It was important to de t ermi ne if the 
settlement had "rehabilitated" the workers and hastened 
their return to work . The following table indicates how 
many workers waited for the se t tlement before retur ning to 
work . 
Table 10 . Return to Employment Before or After Settlement 
as Related to Sixteen Employed Worker s 
Return to Employment 
ffiefore Settlement 
After Settlement 
Total 
I 
I 
Number of Workers 
9 
7 
R 
From t he data , it was foudd that slightly over fifty - six per 
cent of the workers returned to employment before t hey re-
ceived the settlement . 
A significant factor noted with the nine workers who 
returned to work before the case was settled was that t hey 
were fairly certain of employment . They were either able to 
return to the former employer and/or had union rights which 
assured them of a job . This was also true of four of the 
five workers who were presently unemployed but who had 
worked at some time since the injury and had returned to 
work before the settlement . Only two of the workers who 
had returned to employment after the settlement had ~eturned 
to the former employer and/or had union rights . 
ge of workers . --The next step was the investigation of 
the ages of the workers . The following table shows the 
ages of all the workers . 
Table 11 . Ages of vwrkers at Time of Injury 
Age Groups Number of V orkers 
18 to 29 years 6 
30 to 39 years 8 
40 to 49 years 5 
50 to 59 years 5 
60 to 65 year s 2 
Over 65 years 4 
Total 30 
Table 12 . Employment Status of Injured Workers in Comparison 
to Age Groups 
Age Groups Employed ,I Unemployed 
18 to 29 years 4 2 
30 to 39 years 6 2 
40 to 49 years 2 3 50 to 59 years 5 1 60 to 65 years 0 2 
Over 65 years 0 4 
Totals Ib I4 
I"""" 
The preceding table indicates that the median age of 
the employed group was 35 . 50 years and for the unemployed 
group, 49 . 50 years. This latter figure indicates a rela-
tively young age for unemployment . If the workers who had 
been employed at some time since the injury are eliminated 
from the unemployed group, then the median age of the un-
employed group rises to sixty- five years . In order to gain 
a clearer understanding of these figures, it was necessary 
to find the specific reasons why these five persons were 
unemployed . Was their present unemployment due to circum-
stances unrelated to the industrial accident or was the un-
employment due to the original inju~y itself? The following 
reasons were given by the workers : 
1. Worker laid off from seasonal job in the building 
trades. 
2 . Worker suffered a heart attack since original 
industrial accident . 
3. Worker had exacerbations of original injury . 
4. Same as nTh~ber 1 above . 
5. Same as number 3 above . 
Since three of the workers ' present unemployment cannot 
be directly related to the original injury, it is possible, 
for purposes of comparing the ages of the two groups, to 
include them within the employed group . The median age 
of the unemployed group then becomes sixty-one years. 
Fr om the reports of the older workers , it appears that in 
addition to the discrimination they experienced because of 
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II 
age, an industrial accident provided a further obstacle 
in obtaining gainful employment . 
Summary.-- The data did not substantiate the theory 
that a. settlement "rehabilitates" an injured worker . Six-
teen of the thirty tnjured workers were employed and four-
teen were unemployed at the time of the interview . Five of 
the fourteen had worked at some time since the injury, and 
the present vocational problems of two of the workers ap-
peared to be related to t~e original injury . Of the sixteen 
who \\ere employed, nine had returned to work before the 
settlement . The return to work prior to t~e settlement was 
a lso true of four of the five workers presently unemployed 
who had worked at some time since their injuries . 
The median age of tl;e workers wl~o had not worked at any 
time since the injury was sixty-five years, and it was dif-
ficult to see how t~e lump sum settler:1ent could have been 
interpreted as a method of encouraging the worker to return 
to employment . These claims may have been the ones which 
the attorneys had stated were advantageous to the worker, 
e . g . , the "nest egg" of the future, but they could not be 
interpreted as rehabilitating the worker and appeared to 
have only two advantages -- the release of the insurer from 
any furt~er liability and possibly a fee for some attorney . 
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Problem III . To what extent are the persons who advise or 
recommend a lump sum settlement aware of the rehabilitation 
resources which are available and the method of guiding an 
injured worker to these resources? 
The third problem is to discover if the persons in 
Group I who may advise or recommend a lump sum settlement 
are sufficiently aware of the rehabilitation resources 
which are available and the method of referring an injured 
worker to these resources . Certain questions were seen as 
preliminary seeps in answering this problem; e . g ., what 
does rehabilitation mean to these persons -- dd~ the person 
feel it was his responsibility to advise an injured worker 
on rehabilitation services? 
The first question asked was if these persons felt a 
lump sum settlement affected the rehabilitation of the in-
jured worker. 
Table 13 . Group I Responses Regarding Settlements Affecting 
the Rehabilitation of the worker 
Group I Yes No Uncertain 
Attor neys (7) 5 0 2 
Insurers (7) 6 1 0 
Physicians (7) 6 0 1 
Commissioners (3) 3 0 0 
Totals 20 1 3 
In stuaying the responses, it was found that "yes" meant 
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something different to different people . In some instances 
a "yes" meant a lump sum settlement hastened a return to 
employment, and for other respondents the settlement affect-
ed the rehabilitation services which the injured worker 
received . The following chart provides a clearer picture 
of the "yes" response for the four groups. 
Table 14 . Meaning of a "~es " Response by Group I to Question 
of Lump Sum Se·r;tlements Affecting the Rehabili ta-
tion of the Injured Worker 
Group I Settlements Hasten 
Return to Work 
Attorneys (5) 4 
Insurers (6) 4 
Physicians (6) 2 
Commissioners (3) 1 
Totals 11 
Settlements Affect 
Rehab. ervices 
1 
2 
4 
2 
9 
It is noted that only nine of the twenty persons saw 
lump sum settlements as affecting the rehabilitation ser-
vices the injured worker might receive. A few responses 
are recorded for further clarification of the attitudes 
expressed. 
Attorney : 
I. 
11 
•••• leaving the malingerers aside , there's the 
orker whose motivation is gone •••• he doesn't 
want any treatment with a psychiatrist, anyway • 
••• for any therapeutic effects, the man has to 
have a certain intellectual level •••• well, most 
of these workers are motivated to return to 
work, just by the closure of the case . 11 
Insurers: 
'' •••. sure, many delay rehabilitation until they 
get their settlement. But I ' m not in favor of 
these rehabilitation programs. They try to 
make hairdressers out of pick and shovel men. 
There are so many unrealistic programs at the 
expense of the insurer! 11 
" •.•• the lump sum cuts down on the attractive-
ness of a rehabilitation program. 11 
Physicians: 
" •••• and in some instances it allows a man to 
learn a new vocation which may be very desirable." 
11We find that the patients just won't work 
in our rehabilitation program until the case is 
settled." 
11 I find in our rehabilitation program , that 
the workers who are waiting for a settlement 
have a negative attitude towards the rehabilita-
tion proces s . '1 
Commissioners: 
11 
•••• many lump sums are given in place of rehab-
ilitation.11 
"Lump sums have a serious effect upon the 
wor ker . Instead of looking for a treatment or 
a cure for their injury, they only look at the 
injury in terms of dollars!" 
Since it was impossible to tabulate the three "uncer-
tain11 responses to the question, the answers are offered 
verbatim. 
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Attorneys : 
" •••• to a limited extent . But the worker 's 
reaching an end result and ability to return 
to work is determined by the integrity of his 
attorney ." 
"Possibly, to a degree •••• but I wouldn't 
send anyone to ------- Center because they're 
not very charitable. It could endanger my 
client because, if he demonstrates 'earning 
capacity' in the rehabilitation program, then 
the insurer goes in and cuts his compensation . 
Then, my client has no chance to prove hi~self. 
row, according to the la..,·, 'earning capacity' 
is not a job, but the insurer cuts compensa-
tion on this basis .. " 
Physician: 
"I have not had any experience with a 
lump s~~ settlement affecting rehabilitation 
directly and am not fully convinced that they 
are cause and effect . I feel that the ones 
who are willing to be rehabilitated vocation-
ally will go ahead and do it and then will 
make their own decisions about lump summing . 
If you mean by rehabilitation just teaching 
a patient to get a little more motion •••• in 
an affected joint, this is physical medicine 
and physiotherapy, not rehabilitation ." 
Summary.-- lightly over eighty-seven per cent of the 
respondents felt that lump SQm settlements affected the 
rehabilitation of the injured worker. On closer inves-
tigation, it was found that the responses had different 
meanings for different persons within this gr oup . Fifty-
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five per ce.ut said tl at a lump sum settlement "effected" 
the rehabilitation of the worker , i.e., it hastened his 
return to employment, ..,hereas forty-five per cent believed 
that a settlement affected the rehabilitation services a 
worker ight receive . he latter point was made by the 
majority of the phy icians, who saw settlements inter-
fering Jith the medical program of a patient while in 
treatment and the danger of a patient depriving himself 
of any uture care by closing the case. 
The next uestion was designed to discover what 
rehabilitation meant to these persons in Group I . They 
were asked specifically what they felt rehabilitation for 
injured workers meant. 
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Table 15. Definition of rtehabilitation for Injured 'orkers 
by Group I 
Group I kedical Med-Vocational Return 
uervices Services to 
rovided rovided Vork * 
tto neys (7) 0 6 1 
Insurers (7) 0 5 2 
hysicians (7) 0 7 0 
Commission rs (3) 0 3 0 
Totals 0 21 3 
These statistics can only be interpreted by further clari-
fication of the respondents' complete statements . It is 
noted that although five of the insurers saw rehabilita ·on 
including medical and vocational services, they were criti-
cal of the provision that the insurer must provide vocation-
al rehabilitation for the injured worker . 
* Respondent answered onl "return to · ork" vvi th no ref-
erence to rehabilitation services . 
Insurers: 
11 The responsibility of the insurer should 
end with medical rehabilitation, and not in-
clude training . The state should do this . I 
feel workmen's compensation is taking on all 
the retirement and medical problems of society 
and also trying to make it a rehabilitation 
program!" 
"There's a difference be t ween medical and 
vocational rehabilitation , and the insurer 
should not be expected to provide the latter . 11 
ix attorneys defined rehabilitation as a system of pro-
viding medical and vocational services for the injured 
worker , and five of the six expressed a negative attitude 
towards the existing programs • 
.Attorneys: 
" •••• the few rehabilitation progr ams I know of 
don ' t rehab ilitate well. I feel the State 
should set up its own clinic . long with this 
we need a clearing house for the placement of 
industrial accident cases . We should get em-
ployers and unions togetber on this." 
11 There are two major parts to rehabili ta-
t ion: physical and vocational , and we aren't 
providing either at the present time . 11 
"------ .enter is not r ehab ilitation, it 1 s for 
advertising purposes . My clients have told me , 
' They watch us and if we do anything , our com-
pensation is stopped' . '1 
''Our rehabilitation law is no good because 
it doesn't go far enough . et's say a man has 
been rehabilitated but is still on compensation . 
He wants to work, but doesn't know if he can 
an2 he ' s fearful of whether he will be able to 
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carry on. If he goes to work for even three 
days , he establishes an earning capacity and 
then if he finds he can 't continue because of 
his disability , he ' s off c ompensation and it 
takes him months to get back on again . 11 
" •••• but we don't have any good rehabilita-
tion services here . 11 
One physician criticized the rehabilitation services: 
"M feeling is that rehabilitation facil -
ities sound very much better in print •••• than 
one finds in actual practice . I have found 
that there is extremely limited facility for 
testing or for true vocati onal rehabilitation ••• 
•..• ~y experiences with several of the insurance 
companies' rehabilitation centers boils down 
to the fact that they have several very good 
physiotherapists present and some of the physi-
otherapy modalities present with which they 
occupy the patient several hours a day and the 
rest of the recreation material is amusing but 
has no actual bearing on anything the patient 
will do at a later date •••• 11 
One of the commissioners followed his definition of rehab-
ilitation with this comment : 
"Everything I 've seen so far is a waste 
of time and money ! We need good clinics, 
good medical experts to direct these programs 
•••• Almost all of t hese facilities are pri-
vate in nature and what we need is a state 
program, an accelerated program with all the 
medical modalities and training and services . " 
Summary.--It was noted that twenty- one of the twenty-
four respondents saw rehabilitation of the injured worker 
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as a pr ocess including both medical and vocational services . 
Regardless of the fact that five of the seven insurers did 
def ine these services , all five immediately expressed annoy-
-ance and resistance to the present regulation which stipu-
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lated that they mus t provide vocational rehabilitation 
services. They felt their responsibility should end with 
medical rehabilitation . Ten of the respondents in the 
group (exclusive of the insurers) concluded their defini-
tions of rehabilitation by openly criticizing the present 
rehabilitation programs in Massachusetts . These criticisms 
related to the rehabilitation programs pr ovided by the 
insurers . 
The next question asked of Group I was to determine 
who felt it hi s responsibility to see that the injured 
worker had received the rehabilitation services necessary 
for a return to employment . 
Table 16 . Attitude of Group I Concerning the esponsibil-
ity for Discussing ehabilitat ion wi th Injured 
Worker 
Group I My Respon- ot Iviy Medical erious 
sibility Respon- Rehab . Cases 
sibility Only Only 
ttorneys (7) 5 2 0 0 
Insurers (7) 2 0 2 3 
Physicians (7) 6 0 l 0 
Commissioners (3) l 0 0 2 
Totals I1+ 2 3 --, 
Two of the attorneys did not see it as their responsibility 
to discuss rehabilitation services with the in jured worker. 
~One of these two attorneys had stated earlier that lump sum 
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settlements affected the rehabilitation of the injured worker 
by forcing him to return to work. His reply to the defini-
tion of rehabilitation had been "return to work", without 
any reference to the specialized services which are consid-
ered a part of total rehabilitation. To the present ques -
tion , "Do you feel it is your responsibility to discuss 
rehabilitation with the injured worker?", he replied : 
"I see it to my interest, not my responsibility, 
to get a man back to work with a settlement and 
not spend his money loafing." 
The other attorney replied : 
"I may do it occasionally , but not as a lawyer •• 
•• We certainly aren't oriented towards consid-
ering this as part of our job." 
In reviewing the insurers ' replies, the two who stated 
that they felt their res ponsibility was for medical rehab-
ilitation only were the same who had commented earlier upon 
the inequity of expecting insurers to provide vocational 
r ehabilitation . One of the two insurers stated : 
"I feel I should only discuss medical rehab-
ilitation with t he worker. Many of them be-
long to unions and there 's no need for voca-
tional rehabilitation •.•• " 
Three of the insurers felt they should discuss rehabilita-
tion with serious cases only. The criteria for "serious 
cases" were objective features, e . g ., loss of a leg or an 
arm. There were no comments concerning the seriousness of 
a disability which might not be readily observable to the 
onlooker r 
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Three of the physicians who felt it was their respon-
sibility to discuss rehabilitation with the injured worker 
were directors of rehabilitation programs. One of them 
corn.rnented: 
11 1\.s a director of a rehabilitation program I 
find that by the time the patients reach us, 
they are dissatisfied with their doctors, the 
insurers and everyone, and they reflect a 
great deal of hostility. I find it necessary 
to offer psychological support and to explain 
all the medical and vocational aspects to 
them. 11 
One physician stated: 
11 I discuss medical rehabilitation only. 11 
Two of the commissioners also felt their responsibility 
to discuss rehabilitation with the injured worker was only 
for those who had very serious injuries which were abserv-
able to them. One of the commissioners c ontinued his reply 
by stating: 
"We should have trained personnel on the 
payroll, I guess. There probably are many 
people who should be checked for rehabilita-
tion, but we have such a backlog of cases, we 
can't do it." 
Summary.-- It was discovered that different persons in 
Group I perceived their responsibilities Jn different ways. 
Not all of the attorneys felt that it was their responsibil-
ity to counsel the cl ient on rehabilitation services. The 
insurers, who are by law required to pay for these services, 
varied in their approach. Five felt they should only pro-
vide medical services and expressed open resistance to the 
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provision of vocational rehabilitation services . One 
physician, who is a consultant to the Board, did not feel 
that he should discuss more than medical rehabilitation 
with an injured worker . Two of the commissioners only 
considered vocational rehabilitation services for serious-
ly injured workers . The one conclusion drawn from this 
question was the total lack of agreement as to where the 
res ponsibility rested for the successful vocational rehab-
ilitation of the injured worker in assachusetts. 
The next question was designed to discover how many 
of these persons were familiar with the coordinating 
rehabilitation agency in Massachusetts. If they had only 
heard of it, but were unaware of its function, then it 
would be unrealistic to expect them to refer an injured 
worker or to counsel a worker on the use of this agency . 
Table 17 . Knowledge of the Massachusetts Rehabilitation 
Commission and ~urposes of the Commission by 
Group I 
Group I hever Heard of I t, Provided 1edical 
heard but Purposes ehab. Training, 
lbf It Unknown, Vague Placement 
Attorneys (7) 2 5 0 
Insurers (7) 1 1 5 
Physicians (7) 0 2 5 
Commissioners (3) 0 3 0 
Totals 3 11 10 
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Of the twenty - four ihterviewees, only ten were aware 
of the fact that an agency had been established in Massa-
cusettts which had as its express purpose the rehabilita-
tion of disabled persons . Some of the attorneys' comments 
were as follows : 
"I think it's that commission they have in 
every town which gives people jobs . 11 
11 I don 1 t know anything about it •••• I guess 
this is something I ought to learn about . " 
"Do they do something about training people?" 
One of the insurers stated : 
"Since we have our own rehabilitation center, 
I'm not familiar with any other ." 
A physician from one of the rehabilitation pr ograms defined 
the commission's purpose and then said he feared that many 
of his colleagues were unaware of this agency . Another 
physician stated: 
11 I've only heard of it vaguely •••• I think I 
did some examining for them for the Disa-
bility Unit, but I don't know mor e about it . 11 
The next question related to the Industrial Accident 
Rehabilitation Board . This is the Board to which injured 
workers are referred for evaluation for rehabilitation ser-
vices . Serving on the advisory committee of the Rehabili-
tation Board is the Commissioner of the Massachusetts Rehab-
ilitation Commission . Therefore, the Rehabilitation Board 
functions as a liaison between injured workers and the Re -
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habilitation Commission . If the commission decides that 
an injured worker is a feasible candidate for rehabilita-
tion , it may order the insurer to provide the necessary 
rehabilitation services . Once a claim is settled , though, 
the insurer is freed of any liability relative to the injury . 
The members in Group I were then asked if they had ever 
referred an injured worker to the Industrial ccident iehab-
ilitation Board. 
Table 18 . umber of Persons in Group I Who Eave Referred 
Injured Workers to Industrial Accident Rehabil-
itation Board 
Group I Have Referred 
Workers 
Attorneys (7) 7 
Insurers (7) 7 
Physicians (4) * l 
Commissioners (3) 2 
Totals 17 
Have Not Referred 
VJorkers 
0 
0 
3 
l 
1+ 
From the previous table it was noted that six of the 
attorneys had referred workers , but only a few times, they 
said . One expressed his feelings by saying : 
"We don't see it primarily as our responsibility . " 
In speaking of the six months ' r eferral to the ndustrial 
Accident Rehabili tation oard , two of the insurers criticized 
* Only four physicians were ques tioned because the other 
three are directors of rehabilitation programs who re-
ceive their referrals from the ndustr ial Accident rte-
habilitation Board . 
this practice which they felt interfered with a sound 
rehabilitation program for injured workers : 
"Ve 're supposed to refer a worker in six 
months , but I think it should be done 
immediately following the injury. 
"Rehabilitation should start immediately 
and not six months later ." 
A claims man for one of the insurers approached the rehab-
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ilitation program in another way , leaving the determination 
of the service for the injured worker to his field man: 
"I don't believe in this s i x month arrange -
ment . For some , if you throw them into a 
full rehabilitation program, they think they're 
terribly ill and begin to make the case much 
bigger . Our field men just have to have a 
feeling for this ." 
Of the three physicians who had not referred an injured 
worker, one said that he had "never heard of the Rehabili -
tation Board" . Another physician believed it was there-
sponsibility of the insurer or the commissioner to refer 
a worker. It was noted, though, that one of the commission-
er s said: 
"By the ti e I see them at a lump sum con-
ference , rehabilitation has been explored ." 
From the data obtained, it seems doubtful that "rehabilita-
tion has been explored" . 
ummary.-- ixty per cent of the persons within Group I 
were either una are of the Massachusetts Rehabilitation 
Commission or were unfamiliar with the purposes of this 
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agency . Eighty per cent of the respondents had referred 
workers at some time to the Industrial Accident Rehabili-
tation Board . Of the seven attorneys, only two were familiar 
with the term, "Industrial Accident Rehabilitation Board 11 or 
"Rehabilitation Board" . The were puzzled by the term, but 
when the investigator mentioned the name of the person who 
accepted the referral , there was immediate recognition . 
They knew the person, but did not know whom he represented . 
They knew they could call upon him if they had a seriously 
injured worker . It was found that thirty- three per cent of 
the persons within this group were critical of the present 
rehabilitation programs which were provided by the insurers . 
Since one of the preliminary steps in answering this prob-
lem indicated that there was a lack of agreement as to where 
the responsibility rested for counseling the injured worker 
on rehabilitation services , the fact that eight per cent of 
the persons in Group I had, at some time, referred injure 
workers to the Industrial Accident Rehabilitation Board 
offered little assurance t at all injured workers who might 
be in need of rehabilitation services were being referred . 
In the absence of any supervising agency or medical review 
board , the possibility of many workers not being referred 
for vocational rehabilitation services became more of a prob-
ability . 
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Problem IV. To what extent do the workers who receive a 
lump sum settlement obtain vocational rehabilitation 
services? 
The fourth problem was to determine whether the injured 
workers had received any vocational rehabilitation services . 
These services migtt include vocational counseling, train-
ing or special placement services . To adequately study the 
problem , there were many factors which had to be brought 
into focus . 
The first consideration was to determine the medical 
status of' each injured worker. If his medical status was 
such that he could meet the physical and emotional demands 
of his past job , then he was not considered a candidate for 
vocational counseling or training . 
Of equal importanc e was the length of time the worker 
ll 
was unemployed due to his injury . The law provides that 
the insurer must report the name of every worker to the 
Industrial Accident Rehabilitation Board when the injured 
worker has been unemployed for six months . Therefore, it 
was necessary to know how many were eligible for referral 
on the six months ' basis . Other factors were considered 
important by members of Group I in discussing vocational 
rehabilitation services for an inj-ured worker . Comments by 
them on the educational limitatior..s of most injured 
1/ Commonwealth of Mass. , General Laws , Chapter 152, Section 30:0 . 
workers and their lack of stability in employment neces -
sitated an investigation of formal education and recent 
work history of the thirty injured workers . Although 
these two factors could not be considered the fir.al cri-
teria of a worker ' s ability to use vocational rehabilita-
tion services profitably , they were of sufficient impor -
tance to be included and noted at this time . The final 
matter to be discussed concer ned lump sum settlements fo r 
It oca t ional rehabilitation pur poses . 
Injuries of workers .--The following table lists the 
types of i~juries and the number of injuries the workers 
experienced . 
Table 19 . Injured v;orker s 1 Types of Injuries as Related 
to the ~umber of Injuries 
Type of' Injury 
Back lnJnries 
Fractures - concussions 
Hernia 
In~uries to joints 
Cust , abrasions , burns 
Skin i nfection (occupational 
disease) 
Total * 
Number of Injtrr i es 
18 
11 
1 
4 
2 
1 
37 
Almost fifty per cent of the injuries were injuries to 
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the back . These were "intangible injuries" which one insurer 
* Injuries total ~ore than thirty because six workers 
~ experienced more than one in j ury . 
stated, "did nc good to settle because they start all 
over again . 11 
The back claims included the following diagnosis as 
listed in the case histories : 
Ruptured dis c 
Low back strain 
Muscles torn in back 
Trauma to sacral area of back 
Fractured vertebr ae i~ sacral 
Wrenched back 
Trauma to back 
Acute low back strain 
Bac k strain 
The category of "fractures and concussions" included 
all fractures, with the exception of t hose to joints of the 
body or frcctures of tr_e s pine . The remainder of t:t.e cate-
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gories of types of injuries are self-evident . The following 
table indicates t he nlli~ber of workers who felt they still 
needed medical care relative to t~e original injury . 
Table 20 . Number of Wor kers I eeding 1.1edical Care as elated 
to Employment Status 
Med ical Care mployed Unemployed 
Needs medical care 5 7 
Does not need medical 
care 11 7 
Totals Ib Itt 
From the above t able it is noted t hat forty per cent of 
the v;or kers felt they needed medical care related to the 
origihal injury . Only three of the workers who felt they 
90 
needed medical care were actually obtaining it . One of the 
workers stated, "1-ly case is settled, so I can't get any 
medical care . " Four of·the unemployed who needed medical 
care were over sixty years of age and stated tt-at t hey had 
many things wrong with them and it was difficult to deter-
mine if the present need ·for medical service was definitely 
related to the original injury . Further study of those who 
needed medical care showed no relation between the need for 
medical care and the type of injury . One significant factor 
was that fifty~eight per cent of those workers still in need 
of medical care were over fifty - four years of age . Of fur -
ther importance was that although over sixty- six per cent 
of the persons in Group I had said they would oppose a 
settlement until the injured worker had reached an "end 
result" medically, forty per cent of the workers still need-
ed medical treatment at the time of the interview . Since 
the interviews were held four to six months following the 
settlement , it i,lppear ed from the workers' reports that they 
had not reached a satisfactory termination of t heir medical 
needs relating to the injury when the case was settled . 
Medical care . --In Massachusetts , an injured worker has 
free choice in selecting a physician following an accident . 
He may select his own doctor, use a doctor who is recommend -
ed by the employer or use the medical f acilities of the in-
surer . Some of the workers had used the company's doctor 
or the insurer's physician first and then expressed dissat-
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isfa~tion and selected a doctor of their own choice or at 
the attorney's suggestion. The following t able indicates 
the choice of a physician and t he sat isfaction of the worker. 
This table i ndicates t he worker's f irst medical service and 
not any subse~uent medical tre P- t ment he selected . 
Table 21 . Selection of Med ical Care in Relation to Satis-
faction or Dissatisfaction of Medical Service 
Selection of Physician I Satisfied Dissatisfied Uncertain 
Wor ker 10 1 0 
I nsurer 2 z 1 Employer 7 0 
Totals 19 10 1 
The greatest satisfaction of medical care rested with 
the group of workers who selected t~e ir own doctor rather 
than relying uppn the employer or the insurer. These figures 
gave the investigator rea son to do further research. Many 
of the members of Group I had expressed the need for super -
vision of medical care either through the Industrial ccident 
Board or the insurers who pay for the cost of medical care . 
If satisfaction of medical care was related to the choice 
of a physician who was not associated wi th the insurer or 
employer, might not supervision caus e greater dissatisfac -
tion on the part of the worker? Some of the following com-
ments provide greater insight for the reasons of dissatis-
faction with the present medical services provided by both 
insurers and employers: 
"The insurance doctor told me I had a 
lazy back; there was nothing wrong with it 
•••• Finally , I had an operation which fin-
ally established the fact of the injury ••• 
I' m OK now . 11 (Worker had ruptured disc .) 
"The insurance clinic diagnosed it a 
f elon on my thumb and they opened it, caus -
ing blood poisoning. Then I went to my own 
doctor who diagnosed it fracture of the 
right t humb . My feelings about the medical 
department of the insurance company are -
it's very poor . 11 
"Dr. ------, the insurance doctor, 
told me I was ma lingering and I should go 
back to wor k. One time when he was examin-
ing me and dictating to t he secretary , he 
said, 'Sioc-inch scar on right hip 1 ••• to 
show you how careless they are , l et me tell 
you that scar :neasures thirteen i nches! ..•• 
Vllien the orthoplasty proved defective, one 
insurance doctor told me that removal of 
the pin could be done in the office, it was 
so simple . He assured me I'd be on my 
crutches only two days. ~s it turned out, 
I wa s on t hem over a month . '' 
"The insurance company doctor treated 
me as if I were a faker ." 
"At the company doctor 's clinic, he 
misdiagnosed my injury and made me worse. 
The treatment he gave me aggravated my con-
dition . I then got my own doctor, and I 
was satisfied with the trea tment I got in 
the hospital . I had an operation to remove 
the disc . I feel all ri~ht now. No , I don 't 
need any medical care." 
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Dissatisfaction with medical care appeared to be related 
to two factors : the worker felt he was being trea ted as a 
~ 
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"faker 11 , or the caliber of medical service offered was 
questioned by the worker . There was no relation between 
the present need for medical care and satisfaction of the med -
ical care received. (Only one of the workers who had expressed 
dissatisfaction with the original medical services from 
either the insurer or t he employer had not later selected 
a physician of his own choice.) The one worker who was 
dissatisfied with his medical care but had selected his 
own doctor stated: 
"Our family doctor recom.nended the 
surgeon. I was dissatisfied because I got 
poor service •••• I lost thirty pounds and I 
had complica tions ." (This man was seventy-
two years of age at t he time of injury and 
suffered a fractured pelvis and wrist.) 
Summar:y.--In conclusion it is noted t hat forty per cent 
of the workers felt t hey still needed medical care . The 
need was not related to tbe type of injury or to t he mul-
tiplicity of injuries the workers had received. The one 
significant f act wa s t he ages of those workers needing 
medical care. Fifty-ei ght per cent were over fifty -four 
years of age. Sixty-three per cent of t he workers were 
satisfied with the medical care they had received. Thirty-
three per cent were dissatisfied . Of t he t hirty-three per 
cent who were dissatisfied, fifty per cent of the dissat-
isfaction was related to medical care from the insurer and 
forty per cent to services received from the employers' 
physicians . 
Eli§i bility for rehabilitation services.-- In order to 
determine who would be eligible for referr al to the Indus-
trial Accident Rehabilitation Board , it was necessary to 
investigate the length of time each of the workers had been 
out of work due to the injury . It was noted earlier t hat 
the insurer must refer to t he Industrial Accident Rehabilita-
tion Board the name of any worker who is unemployed six 
months or more. The following table provides the informa-
tion . 
Table 22 . Length of Time Out of Work for Thirty Injured 
Y. orker s 
Length of Time Out of Work 
3-6 months 
7- 9 months 
10-12 months 
13-15 months 
over 15 months 
no answer 
'fotal 
Number of Workers 
7 
4 
3 
2 
13 
1 
30 
The t able i nd ic ate s t hat slightly over seventy-three per 
cent of t hese injured workers' names should have been re-
ferred to the Industrial Accident Rehabilitation Board for 
investigation r elative to the need for rehabilitation ser-
vices . 
As a further step, the ages of t hese workers were stud-
ied as far as the f easibility for vocational r ehabilitation 
services, mi ght be concerned . The next table pnovides a 
breakdo n of age groups in relation to tic e out of work 
for twenty-two workers who were unemployed for over six 
months . 
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Table 23 . Age at Time of Injury in Relation to Months Out 
of Work for Twenty - Two Injured Worker s Unemployed 
Over Six Months 
Age at Time 
of Injury 7- 9 mox . 
20- 29 yr~ . 
30- 39 yrs . 
4-0- 4-9 yr s. 
50- 59 yrs . 
6G-64- yr s . 
65 yrs . and 
over 
Totals 
I 
1 
2 
0 
1 
0 
0 
Months Unemployed 
10-12 mos . 13- 15 mos . 
0 
l 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
3 
' 
over ..L? mos , 
1 
3 
2 
2 
2 
3 
I5 
Nine teen of the twenty-two injur ed workers who were out of 
work for over six months might have been feasible candidates 
for vacational rehabilitation services since they were under 
retirement age . Sixty per cent of the wor kers were unemployed 
fo r over fifteen months, and almos t fifty per cent of the 
group were under fifty years of age . 
Education of t he injured workers.--A further considera-
tion in determining feas ibility for vocational rehabilitation 
could be the number of years of formal education t he workers 
had received . Certain persons in Group I had stated t ha t 
the 1njur 6ddwor kers had marked educational lacks which would 
J 
96 
prevent them f r om using profitably vocational rehabilita-
tion services . The following t able was designed to show the 
years of formal education of each of the workers in Group II . 
Table 24 . Number of Years of ·-;ducation of Thirty Injured 
V: orkers 
Years of Education 
l to 6 years 
7 to 9 years 
10 to 12 years 
over 12 years 
Total 
Number of Workers 
6 
6 
15 
3 
30 
Summary .-- The above t able indicates that sixty per cent 
of the workers had ten or more years of education . Tbe six 
workers with one to six years were of the older age group; 
two were fifty - six and the remaining four workers were over 
seventy . This mm; le leads one to believe that t he unedu-
cated injur ed worker is disappearing , and t he potential of 
the majority of workers for using rehabilitation services 
advantageously is grea ter t han many of the persons in Group 
I realized . 
Length of time on past job .-- Each worker was questioned 
on the length of time he was 01.~.rbis most recent job . The 
follow in~ t able provides this in ormation . 
Table 25 . Length of Time on Past Job for Thirty Injured 
Workers 
Length of Time wjth Last Employer 
Under 6 months 
6 to 12 months 
1 to 3 years 
3 to 6 year s 
6 to 10 years 
over 10 years 
seasonal worker s in 
building tr ade s 
Totc:.l 
Number of Workers 
2 
3 
6 
4 
3 
7 
5 
30 
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The preceding t able indicates t hat fifty per cent of the 
workers, excluding those in the building trade s who are 
obliged to move from one job to another, had been with t he 
same employer for five years or more, and, of this group of 
t wenty - five wor kers, t wenty- eight per cent had been with the 
same employer for over ten years . The figures do not appear 
to substantiate t he argument t hat "It's the drifters , the 
lazy ones , who end up at the board", as one of t he physici-
ans had stated earlier . A fur ther clarification of t he 
past work hi story as related to age is given in t he follow -
ing t e.ble . 
Table 26 . Length of Time on Past Job of Twenty-Five 
Injured Workers as Related to Age of Workers 
at Time of Injury !Excludes Seasonal Wor kers) 
I I Length of Time Ages 
on Past Job 20-29 1 30- 39 4-0-4-9 1 50-59 1 60-65 over 65 
Uzllie'rer 6 months 2 
6 to 12 months 2 1 
1 to 3 years 1 3 2 
3 to 6 years 1 1 2 
6 to 10 years 1 2 
ever 10 years 2 1 2 1 1 
The table shows, as would be expected, that the longer 
employment record is related to the older age group . 
Settlements for vocati onal rehabilitati on purposes . - -
During the time the investigator sat at the lump sum con-
ferences, three settlements were requested for vocational 
rehabilitation pur poses . In t wo instances the attorney for 
the claimant stated this fact, and on one occasion a worker, 
who was not represented by counsel, stated he needed the 
money for further education so t hat he might obtain work 
"within his limitations". In the first case , the worker 
said he did pur chase supplies and operate his own business . * 
The worker who said he needed money for further education 
later admitted during the interview that he "made up the 
* This worker had suffered a coronary thrombosis since the 
original accident . He is presently looking for employ-
ment . He was not questioned on why he could not continue 
in the business which he had started five months before 
-when he received a $4 , 000 settlement. 
..., 
story'' in order to get a settlement . ·when the attorney 
for the third worker said that his client was going to 
use the money to open an auto school, the commissioner 
cautioned the worker to be careful in expending a great 
deal of money for an auto school . The attorney quickly 
assured the commissioner that he had discussed this at 
length with his client . At t he time of the interview, 
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the worker did not mention any plan for an auto school . 
When he was asked how he had planned to use the settlement 
prior to receiving it, he told the inves tigator, ''I planned 
to pay off bills . " This is how he did use it . 
At another conference , the investigator asked if a 
particular worker had been referred to the Industrial Acci-
dent ehabilitation Board . The commissioner questioned the 
attorney about this, and the attorney said he would take 
care of' it immediately . (This was at the time of the clos-
ing of the case, a lump sum conference ! ) ccording to the 
medical record , the doctors had agreed that the worker was 
partially disabled , with a thirty percept loss of function 
in one leg . At the time of the follow- up interview, the 
investigator learned that this worker had returned to his 
former employer but had been forced to quit after three 
days because the work aggravated his injury . From the wor -
ker ' s r eport, it appea~ed he had not been referred to the 
Industrial accident ehabilitation Board, although it is 
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possible that he was referred and considered not a feasible 
candidate for rehabilitation. 
In concluding the interview with the investigator the 
worker had said: 
uThe insurance company took an unfriendly 
stand when I turned down their initial over-
tures towards a settlement . They are h6stile 
and condescending and don ' t give the worker 
the benefit of wr.at they know about injuries 
and settlements, but try to buy you as cheaply 
as possible ••.• in short, their moral obliga-
tion to man is neglected . 11 
Summar;y:. -- r~: one of the injured workers had received vo-
cational counseling, training or special placement services. 
Thirty-three per cent had received treatment over and above 
r.1edical care. TYis included physical therapy and/or occu-
t . I tl,. pa l on a_ ller apy. The medical care was supervised by the 
insurers or employers in thirty per cent of the cases, and 
the supervision was considered satisfactory by the workers. 
Another tl:' irty per cent of the workers had originally been 
treated by the employer's or insurer's physicians, but they 
were dissatisfied with the treatment they received and later 
went to their own doctors. In some instances, t he workers 
selected a doctor on the recommendation of the attorney • 
.Approximately thirty-six per cent selected their own doc-
tors at the time of the injury . Therefore, slightly over 
sixty-six per cent of the medical care received by the thir-
ty injured workers was unsupervised, and the matter of pro -
er rehe.bili te.tion procedures being employed was unknown. 
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Seventy- three per cent of the injured worker s should 
have been referred to the Industrial Accident Rehabilitation 
Board bec ause their period of unemployment had been for 
longer than six months , and within this group, eighty- five 
per cent were under sixty-five years of age . From the re-
sponse s of the injured worker s , it was assumed that none 
of t e em had been refen~ed. 
As a poss i ble criterion for a worker's ability to use 
vocational rehabilitation services profitably, the number 
of years of education was tabulated . It indicated that 
si:tty per cent of the wor kers had received mor e than ten 
years of formal education . 
Although three settlements had been requested for 
vocational rehabilitation pur poses, only one settlement 
was possibly used for t r at purpose . 
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Problem V. To what extent are t he injured workers informed 
of the vocational rehabilitation resources which may be avail-
able to them? 
The fifth pr oblem was to discover if the injured workers 
knew of the vocational rehabilitation facilities which are 
available for assistance in vocational counseling , training 
or placement . They were asked specifically if they knew 
of the i:VIassachusetts Rehabilitation Commission and the Spec-
ial Placement ervices of the Division of Employment ... ecur -
ity (Massachusetts State Employment Service). They also 
were aksed how they had obtained their employment when they 
returned to work . 
Table 27 . Knowledge of 1·1Iassachusetts ehabili tation Com-
mission (M.R. C. ), Division of mployment Secur -
ity (D . E •• ~ and Special Placement ervices of 
Divisi on of mployment Security by Thirty Injured 
Knowledie of Rehabilitation 
Resources 
Knowledge of M.R.C. 
Knowledge of D. E. S. 
Know~edge of Special 
Place~ent Services 
Wor kers 
Number of Workers 
1 
30 
0 
All of t he wor ker s were familiar wi th t he State Employ-
men t ervice (D. ~ . c . ), although none of them knew that there 
was a special ~lecement service for persons w~th a handicap 
t.o employment. Only one of t he workers knew about the .L1as -
sachusetts ehabilitation Commission or that counseling, train-
ing and placement were provided . 
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The workers who were presently employed were asked how 
they had obtained their jobs . 
Table 28 . Method of Obtaining Employment by Si xteen Injured 
Workers Presently Employed 
Method of Obtaining Employment 
Friend advised worker of job 
Union hiring hall 
Return to same employer 
New spaper ad 
State Employment Service (D . E. S . ) 
Self- employed 
Total 
I 
Number of Workers 
5 
3 
3 
3 
l 
1 
Ib 
All of t he employed workers were in the same job which 
they had obtained after returning to work, wi th t he excep-
tion of two . One had subsequently t aken a civil service 
examination and was a civil service appointee . The other 
worker had been raised to a much higher position following 
some extra training that he had received at the plant here 
he wa s employed. Four of the workers expressed difficul ty 
in obtaining employment because of their injuries . 
"My wife and I decided that wben I 
started looking for a job again I would no t 
withhold information about my injury (severe 
trauma to sacr al area of spine and intermit-
tent paresis) from the employer . We felt it 
was more important to be hired with the em-
ployer hav i ng the full story than to get a 
job quickly and be constantly in fear of los-
ing it . s a result of taking t his stand, I 
failed to get some good jobs when I really 
needed them. However , I still feel that it 
was the best policy . " 
"I had a lot of trouble .••• I went over 
to the new tunnel construction job when I 
got back on my feet . A friend was wjth me; 
they took him, but not me . Later, I learned 
that they knew I had a bad back, so they 
wouldn 't hire me . 11 
' 'I've been turned down so many times 
when the employers heard that I have a back 
condition •••• I don ' t know if I can work now 
because I can't sit up too long . " (Worker 
has small business from his home, receiving 
about half of his previous income . He does 
not consider himself 11 employed 11 ~ 
11 1 became an unskilled worker and take 
what the emploJers will give me . I feel like 
a beggar when I have to be like that. 11 (Wor-
ker is now a handyman , since his injury pre-
vented him from continuing in his past occu-
pation - riveting - in which he had been with 
the sa~e employer for twenty-four years . ) 
104 
Seven of the fourteen unemployed workers do not expect 
to work again . Two of them have looked for employment but 
have been unsuccessful and are not hopeful about any future 
work. The seventh worker is fifty-six and seriously dis -
abled from his injury . According to the ~elfare Department, 
he is totally disabled and is receiving disability assis -
tance . Two of the unemployed workers had returned to work , 
but had been forced to quit because of exacerbation of the 
original injury. These two noted the name of the Massachu-
setts Rehabilitation Commission and requested the address 
of this agency . Two workers had not looked for employment 
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bec ause their disabilities prevented their wor king at the 
present time . The remainir.g three workers' unemployment was 
not due to the original injury , and they felt they were tem-
por arily between jobs . 
Summary .--All thirty workers had heard of the Division 
of Employment Security (Massachusetts ·mployment Service), 
but none of them knew of the special placement services which 
were available for a worker who had limitations due to an in-
jury . Oniliy one ·worker (Industrial Accident Rehabilitation 
Board referral) had heard of the Massachusetts Rehabilitation 
Commission . 
The :cnost frequent method of obtaining a job was by "word-
of - mouth"; e . g., through a friend (32 per cent) . Nineteen 
per cent of the workers were hired by applying at the union 
hiring halls, nineteen per cent returned to the same employer, 
and nineteen per cent used t he classified ad s section of the 
newspaper . One worker was self-employed, and one used the 
Division of Employment Security . Four of t he employed ind i-
cated the need for counseling or ~ lacement services, and 
four of the unemployed workers were still unable to find 
suitable employment because of their physical limitations . 
None of them had any idea of where to turn in seeking coun-
sel on changes in employment . Some of the workers with 
back injuries had been told they could do "lighter work" , 
but this was a meaningless phrase to them because they had 
known only one type of employment, and they had no idea 
of how they might use their present skills in another 
occupation. 
ill 
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CHAPT.ti:R V 
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
1/ 
Somers and Somers- have stated that the process of lump 
sum settlements actually interferes with the physical and 
vocational rehabilitation of injured workers. The present 
study is to determine how lump sum settlements may affect 
the rehabilitation of injured workers in Massachusetts. 
There are two groups of persons involved in this study: 
the first is a group of persons who may advise or recom-
mend a settlement for an injured worker (Group I), and the 
second is a group of thirty injured workers who received a 
lump sum settlement (Group II) . The former group is con-
sidered crucial in a study of this type, because much of 
what happens to the injured wor ker up until the time of the 
settlement is, in large part , determined by those who may 
advise or guide the injured worker . 
First hypothesis.-- The first hypothesis holds that 
certain attitudes about lump sum settlements are inimical 
to the provisions for vocational rehabilitation of in j ured 
1/ H. ~ . Somers & A.R. Somers, Op . cit . , p. 160 
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workers. In order to test this pypothesis, the persons in 
Group I were as ked to indicate the positive and negative 
aspects of lump sum settlements and to indicate the cir-
cumstances under which they would oppose a lump sum set-
tlement for an injured worker. The injured workers (Group II) 
were asked why they had settled their claims. 
1. Summary and Discussion - Group I 
It was found t hat thirty·-three per cent of the respon-
dents in Group I were basically opposed to lump sum settle-
ments and expressed marked dissatisfaction with the practice 
of settlements. Fifty per cent (four persons) of t hese 
replies were from the physiciahs, three of whom are direc-
tors of rehabilitation programs. Included within this group 
who opposed settlements were two attorneys. This was rather 
unexpected, since attorneys have been accused of fostering 
settlements because of the fee involved. In citing the 
positive aspects of lump sum settlements, over fifty per 
cent of the persons said that a settlement rehabilitates a 
worker; i.e., it forces him to return to work. Almost 
fifty per cent of these replies were from the insurers. 
The attorneys (seventy-three per cent) saw financial secur-
ity as the important favorable aspect of a settlement for 
an injured worker, as did t~o of the three commissioners 
who replied. When the members of Group I were asked the 
~circumstances under which they would oppose a settlement, 
109 
seventeen of the twenty-four respondents said they would 
oppose a settlement if the worker still needed medical care. 
Only two replies indicated the need for vocational rehabil-
itation services as a reason for opposing a settlement . 
The feeling expressed by the insurers toward the in-
jured workers was primarily hostile , and although the in-
surers were being questioned on non-contested liability 
cases, they evidenced annoyance and suspicion towards tr.e 
large numbers of malingerers with whom they hcd to cope. 
Their primary reason for opposing a settlement was that the 
amount of money being requested was too large. They were 
asked at the close of the interview what they would like to 
learn from a study of this type . Six of the seven insurers 
replied, "How fast did they all go back to work (injured 
workers)---they 're all so sick up until the time of the 
settlement." Although five of the seven insurers had 
thought a settlement sent the worker back to employment, 
this comment indicated that they were not quite so certain 
of the cause and effect relationship as they had indicated 
earlier in the interview. Nevertheless, if the insurers 
believed that the only way they could get workers off com-
pensation and back to work was to settle a case , and if the 
attorneys were primarily interested in the worker 's receiv-
ing a sum of money which would cover his period of unem-
ployment , it was possible to see how these attitudes could 
curtail any interest in providing vocational rehabilita-
tion services. 
A very pointed comment of how the attitudes towards 
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lump sum settlements are inimical to the vocational rehab-
ilitation of injured workers was revealed in the reports 
from the directors of the three private rehabilitation 
centers. Each physician stated that he found settlements 
interfered with the medical rehabilitation of the patients, 
because many patients were more concerned with the finan-
cial aspect of their claims than with their successful 
physic al restoration. They were prone to lay much of the 
blame on the attorneys, whom they felt were pressing in-
jured workers to exaggerate a disability in order to en-
hance the value of the claim. These three rehabilitation 
programs are primarily medical , not vocational , but it seems 
obvious that where medical rehabilitation is a preliminary 
step in the vocational rehabilitation of an injured worker , 
whatever affects t he former wili , in turn, affect the latter . 
Earlier in this study , reference was made to an article 
in the Boston Globe * which stated that the number of lump 
sum settlements had increased bec ause of the many months of 
delay in obtaining a hearing before the Industrial Accident 
Board . During the interviews with two of the attorneys , 
another matter affecting the rehabilitation of injured work-
ers was revealed which was also seen as a reault of the 
* p. 19. 
delay in hearings before t he Board. These two attorneys 
said they f avored settlements for some workers because 
they could not obtain a trial period of work, during which 
time they could test t heir physical capacities and their 
ability to tolerate a normal working day. The attorneys 
stated that if a worker returned to employment, he was 
taken off compensation , and then, if he was physically 
unable to continue working, he would have to wait many 
months before he could obtain a hearing before the Board 
to be reinstated on compensation. For this reason , the 
attorneys felt they would advise some clients to settle a 
case and be assured of an income for a period of time . 
Both attorneys noted that a few of the smaller insurers 
would allow a worker a trial period of work, but this was 
an infrequent practice. 
In conclusion, the one significant attitude obtained 
from the persons in Group I , with the exception of the in-
surers, was that a settlement should be opposed until the 
worker no longer needed medical care. With the conclusion 
of any active medical care, the "case" had reached an "end 
result". (This finding was also evident at the lump sum 
conferences which the investigator was able to observe 
directly.) From the data it was found that only two of 
the twenty-four respondents considered that an "end result 
medically" might not be t he end of a "case", and t hat for 
~ some workers, vocational rehabilitation services might be 
111 
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necessary. 
2. Summary and Discussion - Group II 
From the interviews with the injured workers, two 
factors, closely related, showed how the workers' atti-
tudes towards lump sum settlements seriously affect voca-
tional rehabilitation services. The first matter which 
1/ 
was recognized by Lane-is that, in Massachusetts , compen-
sation is based upon wage loss in contrast to indemnity 
payments which would compensate an injured worker for any 
permanent loss of physical effectiveness. The emphasis 
upon wage loss was evident during the interviews with the 
injured workers. Their thinking was conditioned to the 
idea that they should be compensated for the income they 
had lost while they were unemployed. 
Therefore, it could be seen that anything which might 
in any way compromise the "value" of the case would meet 
with resistance. Only one worker suggested that the insur-
er should find him suitable employment, and this was after 
the settlement. If being rehabilitated meant less money in 
terms of a settlement and the workers were only oriented to 
think of a lump sum of money which they needed, then it was 
.Jj H. Mor ton Lane, L.L.B ., PThe Effect of the Massachusetts 
vrorkmen ' s Compensation Law upon the Emploxment of the 
Handica!pedY , Rehabilitation .Monograph XIV, Inst. of 
Physica Medicine and Rehabilitation, N. Y. Univ ., Belle-
~ vue Med. Ctr., 1958, p. 6. 
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difficult to conceive how the rehabilitation statutes 
could be implemented. A further point was the fact that 
the insurers were attempting to provide these rehabilita-
tion services to a certain extent. The hostile feeling 
expressed by the insurers towards the injured workers 
was shared equally by the workers towards the insurers. 
The bitterness and antagonism towards the insurers were 
readily expressed during the interviews with the injured 
workers. The insurers were the agents who were trying to 
11 save money on the worker" and "deprive him of his rights". 
If the feelings expressed by the sample of workers in this 
study are indicative of the majority of injured workers, 
then rehabilitation centers under the auspices of insur-
ance companies must have difficulty in obtaining the coop-
eration of injured workers. 
The second factor in the attitudes of injured workers 
towards lump sum settlements rests heavily on the first 
point discussed. This is the matter of weekly compensation. 
Weekly compensation and a lump sum settlement was practical-
ly a cause and effect relationship for many of the workers 
in this study. Thirty-three per cent of the workers felt 
compelled to settle because they were so deeply in debt 
from the period of unemployment. The weekly compensation 
rate was inadequate for the injured worker who had a family 
to support. It was pointed out earlier that in January, 
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1959, the weekly compensation rate was raised to a maximum 
of forty-five dollars a week and an allowance of six dol-
l/ 
lars per week for each dependent. - The maximum a worker 
can receive for temporary total disability with a wife 
and two children is sixty-three dollars a week. Although 
2/ 
some critics- view with alarm this 11 high11 compensation rate, 
it should be noted that the average weekly wage in Massa-
3/ 
chusetts is ejghty dollars and seventy cents. For the 
worker who has been earning above the average with a family 
to support and who suffers an industrial accident, sixty-
tr~ee dollars a week is hardly adequate. 
In addition to the financial pressures were the pres-
sures the workers felt the insurers exerted upon them to 
close the case. Thirty-three per cent of the workers stated 
the insurers forced them to settle the claim. The validity 
of their reports cannot be ascertained, but there is no 
doubt about the quality of their feelings towards t he in-
surers. 
The significance of all the information obtained from 
the injured workers is that from the time of injury, the 
stage is set for a financial contest between worker and 
insurer which automatically is inimical to a consideration 
1/ U.S. Dept. of Labor , Bureau of Standards, "State Work-
men 's Compensation Laws, A Comparison of Major Provis-
ions with Recommended Standards", Bul. No. 212, 1959, 
p. 28. 
2/ Appendix, pp. 160-163. 
3./ U.S . Dept. of Labor, Loc. cit. 
of vacational rehabilitation services. 
Second hypothesis.-- The second hypothesis holds t hat 
a lump sum settlement does not rehabilitate an injured 
worker. The common assumption has been that once a worker 
received his settlement, he would return to work, but not 
before~ mver fifty per cent of the replies from Group I 
cited this fact as a positive aspect of lump sum settle-
ments. 
Summary and Discussion 
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It was found t hat fourteen of the thirty injured work-
ers were unemployed at t he time of the follow-up interview, 
and seven of the fourteen workers did not expect to be able 
to work again. Two of the seven workers attributed their 
inability to work in the future to the injury they had ex-
perienced in their work. The other five workers were over 
sixty-six and, though two of them had looked for employment, 
they felt their ages deprived them of obtaining gainful em-
ployment. Five of the unemployed workers had worked at 
some time since the injury, and two of them were unemployed 
because of exacerbation of symptoms from the original injury. 
The important finding was that, of all the workers who were 
presently employed or who had worked at any time since the 
injury, sixty-eight per cent had returned to work before 
the claim was settled. 
The only "type" of rehabilitation which a lump sum 
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settlement might effect was of a financial nature. Over 
' 
ninety per cent of the workers had used either a portion 
or all of the settlement to pay their past debts . 
Of further interest to the matter of a lump sum set-
tlement 1 s rehabilitating an injured worker was the group 
of seven unemployed workers who had worked at no time 
since the injury and did not expect to work in the future . 
Certain persons in Group I had spoken of the advantages 
of a lump sum settlement to the workers in the older age 
group because it gave the worker a "little nest egg" or 
the opportunity to possibly "buy a house". Since five 
of these seven workers still needed medical care, the 
security of a "nest egg" or the investment in a home be-
came rather doubtful . If there were advantages to these 
settlements , then the advantages were more for the insur-
er, who was relieved of any future liability, or the attar-
ney, who received a fee. 
In conclusion, since sixty-eight per cent of the work-
ers returned to employment before the settlement of the 
claim, the hypothesis that a settlement does not rehabili-
tate a worker holds, to a degree, for the sample of injured 
workers in t his study. 
Third hypothesis.-- The third hypothesis maintains that 
the persons in Group I who have the responsibility of ad-
vising or recommending a lump sum settlement for an injured 
worker are not sufficiently aware of the rehabilitation 
r esourc es for referring injured workers. 
Sum.:m:a.r·y and Discussion 
The findings showed that over sixty per cent of the 
persons in @'r oup I were either unaware of the iassachu-
setts Rehabilitation Commission or unfamiliar with its 
purposes, but eighty per cent of Group I (exclusive of 
the directors of the pr ivate rehabilitation centers) had 
referred a wor ker or workers at some time to the Industrial 
Accident Rehab ilitat ion Board . Of the seven attorneys, only 
two were familiar witt. the term "Rehabilitation Board" or 
"Industrial Accident Rehabilitation Board" . They were 
puzzled by the term, but when the name of the pers on who 
accepted t he ref errals was mentioned, there was i mmediate 
recognition . They knew they could call upon him if they 
had a seriously injured worker . The criteria for referral 
for the attorneys, insurers and commissioners appeared to 
be some objective feature relating to t be injury and a 
subjective evaluation of whether they 11 felt 11 the worker 
might profit from rehabilitation services . 
Of greater significance in testing the hypothesis wa s 
finding a lack of accord in determining those responsibil-
ity it was to see that a wor ker had received t he nedessary 
rehabilitation services to res t ore him to gainful employ-
ment . There was no agreement within a mr of the categories, 
i.e., attorneys, insurers, commissioners or physicians, 
concerning who was checking on this facet of an injured 
worker!s recovery. 
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There are two aspects of this question of vocational 
rehabilitation. One factor is the point which was made 
by one of the attorneys----"We just aren't oriented to 
this." Since the provisions for vocational rehabilitation 
are fairly recent, many of the persons who are involved in 
workmen's compensation claims have NOT been oriented to 
think in these terms. In addition to the lack of orien-
tation is the fact that this is an age of specialization, 
and each of these disciplines has come to see his role 
within rather narrow limits. One of the medical consul-
tanta to the Industrial Accident Board , a physician who 
sees hundreds of industrial accident patients for medical 
evaluations, said, "I discuss medical rehabilitation only." 
His attitude is understandable because his function has 
been prescribed by the request of the Industrial Accident 
Board; i.e., a medical evaluation only. The fact which 
does emerge from the many parts of the "puzzle" of the 
injured worker's restoration is that no one sees the total 
man and there is no pattern for coordinating the present 
services. 
In addition to the lack of coordination in the voca-
tional rehabilitation of the injured worker is the attitude 
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of the insurers towards the statutory provision that they 
must finance vocational rehabilitation services. They 
were extremely resentful of and antagonistic to this 
provision. They were sympathetic to the needs of a seri-
ously disabled workers, such as a paraplegic or an ampu-
tee, but it was difficult to obtain an indication from 
their attitudes that the worker whose injury was less 
dramatic could obtain vocational rehabilitation services. 
Much of the criticism of the vocational rehabilitation 
services related to the cost of the educational and train-
ing programs, many of which they considered "unrealistic" . 
One comment was, "They try to make beauty operators out 
of pick and shovel men!" Although the example used was an 
exaggeration for emphasis, the quality of feelings about 
vocational services was evident. No one discussed voca-
tional counseling or the possibility of assistance in place-
ment for an injured worker. To the majority of the persons 
in Group I, vocational rehabilitation services meant one 
thingyyan expensive educational or training program. 
Of equal importance in discussing rehabilitation for 
injured workers in Massachusetts is the critical attitude 
towards the one large rehabilitation center operated by one 
of the insurance companies. The criticisms came from all 
quarters, not jutt from the attorneys who might, for sel-
fish reasons, be antagonistic to an inst~ance-sponsored 
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rehabilitation center. The viewed it as "li:nited", as 
a "token progr a1n 11 and purely for "advertising purposes". 
Whet:ter tbeir observations are valid or not, the fact 
that these people feel ttis way is significant if this 
rPhabilitation facility is to be of any value to the 
community. 
One furt~er observation must be noted in discussing 
rehabilitation in Massachusetts. This concerns the In-
dustrial Accident Rehabilitation Board . The Board has 
the responsibility of implementing all tbe rehabilitation 
statutes pertaining to the rehabilitation of injured work-
ers. Nevertheless, the Rehabilitation Board has no way 
of checking on the adequac or quality of medical care or 
any of tte rehabilitation services until six months after 
the injury. It is only when an injured worker has been out 
of employment due to an industrial accident for stx months 
that t~e insurer must refer the worker's name to the Rehab -
ilitation Board . Therefore , the most crucial period fol-
lowing an injurv is totally unknown to the agency which is 
given the responsibility of seeing that injured workers 
are adequately repabilitated. In addition to t~is is the 
unrealistic expectation ttat one full - time worker, with 
the assistance of his advisory board, could possibly eval-
uate all the cases which would be referred to him . An 
1/ 
indication of the number of referrals is the 1959 report-
1/ Industrial Accident Board, 'Preliminary Report ' (unpub-
lisbed), 1959. 
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in which there were 224,956 injuries reported. If only 
two per cent were out of work for six months or more, 
t:Lat would mean tbat over four thousand cases would be 
referred to this one person ! (In the present sample of 
injured workers, over seventy-three per cent had been out 
of work for more t~an six months , although they were drawn 
from different ~ears .) 
In summary, tLe data do not support the hypothesis 
ttat the persons who advise or recommend a lump sum set-
tlement are not av'are of tre rehabilitation resource for 
referring injured workers . It was found trat over eighty 
per cent of the persons in Group I had at some time re-
ferred a worker to the Industrial Accident Rehabilitation 
Board , which is the referral source set up for industrial 
accident cases . Despite these negative findings , other 
data came to light which have even more significant bear-
ing on the subject being studied . This data included the 
lack of coordination in the rehabilitation of the inoured 
workers , the dissatisfaction with certain facets of the 
present vocational rehabilitation programs and the limita-
tions placed upon the Industrial Accident Rehabilitation 
Board . All of these matters appear to be of greater im-
portance in studying the rehabilitation of injured workers 
than just a person's knowledge of to whom to refer an in-
jured worker for vocational rehabilitation services . 
Fourth hy pothesis .-- The fourth hypothesis holds that 
the majority of injured workers who receive a lump sum 
settlement do not receive vocational rehabilitation ser-
vices. 
Summary and Discussion 
The data supported this hypothesis by showing that 
none of the workers received vocational counseling, guid-
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ance or training. Seventy-three per cent of the workers 
should have been referred to the Industrial Accident Rehab-
ilitation Boat,d because they were unemployed for over six 
months following the injury . There was no way of determin-
ing whether they had been referred, evaluated, and then 
turned down because the disability was not a sufficient 
handicap to employment. It was also impossible to determine 
from a study of this type how many workers might have profit-
ed from a program of training, but the one major finding was 
the need for vocational counseling. The workers with back 
injuries, in particular, expressed great difficulty in 
locating employment. They had been told to do nlighter work", 
but this phrase meant little to them, for they did not know 
how to use their s kills in other types of employment . 
Because certain members of Group I had expressed doubt 
about the possibility of many of the injured workers being 
able to take advantage of vocational rehabilitation services 
due to their educational limi tations, the years of formal 
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education of the injured workers were tabulated. It was 
found that sixty per cent of the workers had ten or more 
years of formal education, twenty per cent had seven to 
nine years and twenty per cent had six years or less of 
formal schooling. The group of workers with six years or 
less wa s primarily of the older age group: two were fifty-
six, and the remaining four workers were over seventy. 
These figures indicate the possibility that the uneducated 
worker is disappearing, but more important is the evidence 
that injured workers cannot be considered a group of uned-
ucated members of the community, who might be denied" voca-
tional rehabilitation services because of their educational 
limitations. 
In conclusion , although none of the injured workers 
received vocational rehabilitation services, it c annot be 
assumed from the data obtained that the injured workers who 
receive lump sum settlements are deprived of vocational 
rehabilitation services any more than injured workers who 
do not take a settlement. If these workers' claims had 
been settled prior to the six-month referral period , then 
this might have been an indication that their rights to 
rehabilitation had been compromised . This was not true, 
for the average period of unemployment in this sample of 
thirty wor kers was t wo and one-half years. What does seem 
more evident is that injured workers, regardless of whether 
they receive a settlement, are not obtaining vocational 
rehabilitation services in Massachusetts . 
Fifth hypothesis.-- The fifth hypothesis holds that 
the majority of injured workers in this study are unaware 
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of the vocational rehabilitation facilities which are avail-
able to assist t hem in counseling, placement or training. 
Summary and Discussion 
The hypothesis was substantiated when it was found 
that only one of the workers had heard of the Massachusetts 
Rehabilitation Commission and none of the workers knew of 
the special placement services of the Division of Employ-
1/ 
ment Security. In MiciDmgan~ it was found t hat the injured 
workers ignored the mailings from the Division of Vocation-
al Rehabilitation (tLe Rehabilitation Commission of Massa-
chusetts), offering to teac h them new skills. It was i m-
possible to determine what the reaction of injured workers 
would be in Massachusetts, since no communication of this 
type is sent from the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commis-
sion. Two of the workers did note the name and the address 
of the Commission and indicated they were going to see if 
they could obtain some assistance with their vocational 
problems. 
In conclusion, a final note should be mentioned on 
the use of lump sum settlements for vocational rehabilita-
tion pupposes. Three settlements had been requested for 
1/ J. N. Morgan, M. Snider , M. G. Sobel, Op. cit., p . 13. 
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this purpose at the time of the lump sum conference . During 
the follow- up interview, it was found that onl y one worker 
possibly had used his settlement to buy supplies for his 
own business . The second workers ajd he 11 had made up the 
story" in order to obtain the money , and the third worker 
told the interviewer he had needed the money to pay his 
bills . He did not mention that he and his attorney had 
told the commissioner he needed the money to open an auto 
school . 
The findi ng s indicated that it would be difficult to 
justify settlements for vocational rehabilitation purposes . 
Of even greater concern was the realization that the commu-
tation privilege had led to some very questionable practices. 
It appeared that some workers f als ified their testimony 
before the Board in order to obtain the settlement . How 
much dishonest testimony is presented before the Industrial 
Accident Board is unknown , but as to what extent it is done, 
it would seem that some measures are now necessary to insure 
more accurate reporting of the fac t s by all the parties in-
volved . It may be advisable to initiate some of the activi~­
ties !:: associated with court procedures, such a.s swearing on a 
Bible, before present i ng t e stimony. 
Additional f indings. -- At the conclusion of the inter-
view with the persons in Group I, additional comments were 
requested from them. The most frequently discussed matter 
"'-· was the present lac k of medical supervision of i n{}.ured workers . 
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The majority of the persons indicated the need to establish 
an impartial medical panel which would make an honest ap-
praisal of an injured worker's medical status . Some of 
the respondents envisaged the responsibility of this medi-
cal'~anel's extending beyond medical appraisal and having 
t he authority to plan a total rehabilitation program for an 
injured worker . It was hoped that an impartial medical 
panel would eliminate much of the present disagreemtn~ in 
medical testimony. Two of the insurers who had not been 
particularly sympathetic to the vocational rehabilitation 
needs of injured workers stated, nevertheless, that rehabil-
itation had to be started immediately following the injury 
and should not be delayed for six months until referral to 
the Industrial Accident Rehabilitation Board, as required. 
In addition to the need for the medical panel, one physician 
stressed t he importance of assigning a counseler or a soc-
ial worker to the injured worker from the time of injury 
until he was completely rehabilitated. 
A few of the physicians recommended settling a claim as 
quickly as possible, so that the worker could concentrate 
upon his rehabilitation program and not upon the financial 
aspects of his claim. But to resolve a compensation clai~ this 
way might deprive the worker of his right to rehabilitation 
services at the expense of the insurer. Although a rapid 
closure of a case might appear to be a desirable solution to 
the physician directing a rehabilitation program, who might be 
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faced with resistance on the part of his patients, the 
practice of closing claims rapidly would seem to lead to 
greater abuses of an injured worker's rights to rehabili-
tation services. 
Another frequently discussed matter related to the 
personnel and practices of the Industrial Accident Board. 
Some of the commissioners were criticized for their lack 
of dignity and for the rather haphazard and hurried way in 
which compensation cases were handled. It was felt that 
this type of environment encouraged dishonest testimony, 
and although the commissioners might have been aware of 
this, no effort was made to investigate further because 
of their desire to close cases as quickly as possible. 
They were accused of pushing attorneys and insurers 11 to 
get together". A further criticism related to the number 
of hours the commissioners devoted to listening to claims. 
It was felt that the long delay in hearing cases was due 
to the limited rnunber of hours the commissioners were work-
ing . In defense of the commissioners, it should be noted 
that the three who were interviewed were equally as dissat-
isfied with the present delay in hearings and felt that 
something had to be done to revise the present compensation 
system. As representatives of the Industrial Accident 
Board, they were no more satisfied with the present system 
than were their critics. One co~nissioner suggested that 
divisional offices might speed up hearings or possibly 
a change in the present requirement of verbatim reports 
which were so time - consuming . 
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In addition to the antagonis'.ns noted earlier of insu.r-
er s and workers toward one anott.er was the hostility of 
insurers and attorneys towards one another. The attorneys 
felt the insurers were responsible for having oriented 
employers to a hostile attitude concerning compensation . 
The insurers accused the attorneys of ur gi ng their clients 
to exaggerate an injury in order to obtain a larger settle-
ment . They felt the f i nancial benefits of lump sum settle-
ments were experienced primarily by the attorneys and not 
the workers . They also cited the union stewards as provok-
ing many difficulties in compensation claims. The union 
stewards were censured for making a "cause celebre" out of 
industrial accidents in order to enhance their positions . 
From all these reports it appeared tnat a successful 
resolution of the many differences of opinion relating to 
the rehabilitation of injured workers could be realized 
only through a unified effort of labor, industry and the 
Industrial Accident Board . 
CHAPT~R VI 
CONCLUSIONS iiND REC0£.11\ ND TIOHS 
Conclusions.-- Certain tentative conclusions may be 
drawn from t ~ is study of persons who are involved in work-
men 's compensation claims . Since this is only a pilot study 
and the sample is small, further research is needed to state 
definitively that the conclusions drawn from these interviews 
are indicative of the attitudes and experiences of those per-
sons who advise or recom::1end lump sum settle;nents and the 
injured workers who have received a settlement. 
Group I - Persons Who Advise or Recommend a 
Settlement 
1 . The majority of persons who have the r esponsibili ty 
of advising cr recommending lump sum se ttlements for 
injured worker s be lieve t !""a t tLe end of a compensation 
claim has been reached when the injured worker no longer 
needs medical care. They do not recognize t he need for 
vocational rehabilitation services; i.e., vocational 
counseling, place~ent or training, unless there is some 
type of dray1a tic inj ury which is readily observable to 
them . Y:i thin this category are t he paraplegics ard the 
a~putees whose disabilities ca!not be i gnored . Urder 
such trau.natic circumstances, medical and vocational 
services are provided . 
2 . The majority of persons in Group I heve not been in-
for ... ned of tl:e purposes and function of the :Jiassachus-
etts Rehabilitation Com•nission and of hovv it may be 
of service to injured workers . Knovvledge of the In-
dustrial Accident Hehabilitation Board, the referral 
resource for injured workers w.to may need rehabili ta-
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t ion services , is only v~guely understood by t he major-
it~ of these persons .* The decisi on to refer an iPjured 
wor ker is primarily based upon a subjective evaluation 
of hov: serious an injury "lool<s" and whether t:r.e per-
son 11 feels" the injured worker might profit from a 
reha' il:i tation r rcgram . One insurer, who is required 
by law to refer an iPjured worker who has been unemployed 
for :nore tr1an six months , allov's his field men to make 
the decision of referring a worker, rPgardless of the 
six-month stipulation . One conclusion drawn from all 
the co~ments on referrals to the Industrial ~ccidePt 
Rehabilitation board is that there is a great deal of 
"subjective evaluation11 by persons whose riglt it is 
to .nake these determinations ~.my be c"uestioned in 
two instarces: t.tey do not necessarily have the 
skills to evaluate the worker's "lbility to profit fro r>' 
rehabilitation services, and tteir financi81 interest 
in the claim makes an i mpartial appraisal somewhat 
* See pp . 85- 86 . 
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difficult . 
3. There is a lack of continuity and coordination of 
rehabilitation services for injured workers in Massa-
chusetts . The one agency (Industrial Accident Rehab-
ilitation Board) which has the responsibility of im-
plementing the rehabil i tation statutes does not know 
about an injured worker until six months after the 
injury . In addition to this lag in the attention to 
proper rehabilitation measures is the unr~alistic 
expectation that a "one- man" agency with the assistance 
of his advisory board can possibly review all the re-
ferrals and be able to make an adequate evaluation of 
each case . It may be concluded that such a limited 
program can offer only minimal service to injured 
wor kers in Massachusetts . 
4. One of the most pressing needs is that of adequate 
medic al supervision of injured workers . The need for 
an impartial medical panel to make an evaluation of 
the worker' s injury and to recommend a program of 
rehabilitation is the one matter upon which many of 
the persons in Group I agr eed . 
5. Although the attorneys appear to be quite sensitive 
to the traumatic aspects of an industrial accident , 
their primary concern for their clients is to obtain 
the largest settlement possible . Successful vocational 
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adjustment or the need for rehabilitation services is 
a secondary consideration . The attorneys are extremely 
vocal in criticizing the one lar ge insurance- sponsored 
rehabilitation center, and it was felt that they are 
possibly advising their clients against the use of this 
facilj_ty . I t would be difficult to determine whether 
their r e sistance is due to their belief that this is 
only a "token" program or because they feel the client ' s 
claim will be lessened by being "rehabilita ted" . Ref 
gardles s of their reasons , t heir resistance to t hi s 
agency is evident . 
6. The insurers are particularly hostile to the compensa-
tion system as it is pr acticed in Massachusetts at the 
present time . Some believe it has become just a "bonus 
program for getting hurt" and is in no way related to 
compensation for wor k injur i es .* Although they believe 
that lump sum settlements encourage malingering, they 
feel that settlements are necessary to get many workers 
off compensatj on and back to work. The pr ovision for 
vocational rehabilitation services a t the expense of 
the insurer evoke s the greatest amount of criticism. 
They recognize their responsibility to provide medical 
rehabilitation services, but the feel t he recent 
vocational rehab ilitation statutes are in excess of what 
they should be expected to provide . lthough the upper 
* See pp . 45-46. 
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echelon of many insurance companies distributes pamph-
lets, brochures, and "memos" on the importance and value 
of rehabilitating injured workers , it is difficult to 
find these views being absorbed on a local level . 
The insurers i ndicate a high degree of suspicious-
ness towards injured worker s, and t heir attitudes must 
engender a great deal of hostility on the part of in-
jured workers whose injuries are legitimate. The work-
er's first contact with the insurance company is in the 
person of an adjustor who comes to "check" upon the in-
jured worker to be certain t hat he is not malingering . 
To protect his compan s inter ests, the adjustor is 
expected to be sus picious and questioni~g . Under such 
circumstances, it seems impossible for the injured wor ker 
to come to accept and cooperate readily in an insurance-
sponsored rehabilitation facility. 
One further matter is noted in defense of the 
insurers' compaaints that they are being expected to 
provide a "social welfave" program. Some indication of 
this came from t Le comaents of certain attorneys, phy-
sicians and commissioners . Settleme~ts are frequently 
justified because they offer a worker a "nes t egg" or 
a"chance to buy a house" . How many settlements are de-
termined with tLis in mind are unknown, but to the ex-
tent t r~at.. it is done , it does seem that t he workman 's 
compensation system is being taxed with certain social 
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welfare provisions which understandably have incurred 
the ire and bitterness of employers and insurers alike . 
7. Lump sum settlements definitely impede a rehabilitation 
program , according to the directors of the rehabilita-
tion centers . Patients are more concerned with the 
financial implications of their injuries than with their 
successful rehabilitation . The doctors view the attor -
neys as the source of' d" ficulty in workmen 's compensa-
tion claims and believe that the attorneys are urging 
their clients to exaggerate an injury in order to enhance 
the value of a compensation claim. 
8. The commissioners feel pressured and unable to handle 
the large backlog of cases . The increasing number of 
injuries each year and the insufficient staff, coupled 
with a great amount of required detail~work, is causing 
the increasing delay in hearing cases . Because of this 
delay , many claims are settled which would not be settled 
if there were time to investigate t hem . 
The fact t hat eight of the commissioners who are 
public servants, appointed by the Governor , refused to 
be interviewed , lends itself to some further questioning . 
Up on receiving the investigator's initial letter , the 
Board voted against being interviewed . Later, this vote 
was rescinded . Nevertheless, a follow-up letter, with 
a~ enclosed questionnaire and repeated phone calls, was 
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ignored . It is difficult to determine why these per-
sons, who have the res ponsibility of administering t his 
social insurance progra~ for t he Commonwealth, would be 
so resistant to an interview . 
9. The interviews with Group I indicate a general dissatis -
faction with the present workmen~s compensation system 
in Massachusetts and a relatively noticeable amount of 
antagonism between the different groups who have the 
responsibility of advising or recommending lump sum 
settlements for injur ed workers . At times it seemed 
that t hese differences between t he groups superseded 
concern for the injured worker, for whom this social 
insurance program was designed . 
Group II - Injured Workers 
1 . The findings do not support the theory that a lump 
sum settlement rehab ilitates an injured worker . Over 
sixty- three per cent of the injur ed workers returned 
to work before se ttling their claims . Twenty-seven 
per cent of the workers have not worked at any time 
since settling . 
2. Lump sum settlements are r arely used for vocational 
r ehabilitation purposes . Although three workers had 
requested a settlement for this purpose , only one of 
thirty workers used his settlement in this manner. 
3. Lump ~urn settlements ar e used primarily to pay the 
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debts of tte injured vwrkers v;hi ch ttey incurred while 
t:"ey ·were une,n.ployed . The &mount of weekly c o·npens a-
tion a~pears to hPve a direct effect upon the determin-
ation of a lump sum settlement for an jnjured worker 
who has a family dependent upon him for suprort. Fam-
ily men felt they would elect a settlement again because 
the financial burdens were so great upon them follovvj_ng 
an industrial accident . 
4 . The emphasis in v1assachusetts has been such that workers 
are oriented to think in terms of settlif1g their claims 
in order to rec over t:beir salary losses. They have not 
been educated to tLink of the personal value to them of 
rehabilitation services which might enable them to make 
a more productive adjustment in tr.eir return to employ-
ment . It may be conclud§d that as long as compensation 
rates remain at the present level and vocational rehab-
ilitAtion measures are regarded as only a secondary 
consideration for injured workers, the rehabilitation 
statutes cannot be implemented to any meaningful degree. 
5. For some workers, a return to employment automatically 
means settling the claim. They see only two alternatives : 
compensation or settlement . The possibility of leaving 
the claim open for any future rights is not considered. 
6. From this snall sample studied, it appears that injured 
workers are not·receiving vocatiof1al rehabilitation ser-
vices . It cannot be concluded that the closing of the 
.... 
elaim through a lump sum settlement deprived them of 
their rights to rehabilitation services because over 
seventy- three per cent of them were unemployed for 
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six months at which time they should have been re-
ferred to the Industrial Accident Rehabilitation Board . 
'Vhat may be concluded from this information is that 
either injured workers are not being referred for 
rehabilitation services, or i f they are being referred, 
the Industrial Accident Rehab ilitation Board cannot 
handle the numbers of referrals coming to them . 
7. It was impossible to determine how many injured work-
ers might have profited from a vocational training 
program, but the need for vocational counseling and 
placement services is evident. Injured workers tend 
to have strong feelings of anxiety and doubt about 
their ability to return to work following an injury . 
In addition to their loss of inco,ne is their loss of 
self - esteem and pr ide about their own capabilities. 
They need someone to support them during this period 
of time . 
8 . Injured workers with legitimate injuries appear to 
be judged by insurance doctors in the same manner as 
those workers whose injuries are questionable . Many 
injured wor kers are refusing the services of these 
insurance doctors whom they say treat them as "fak-
ers 11 and 11 malingerers 11 • 
9. The majority of workers feel they have been unjustly 
treated by the insurance companies . They have been 
spied upon by the adjustors, openly disbelieved con-
cerning the legitimacy of their injuries and fre -
quently forced into settling their claims. 
10 . Injured workers tend to be unaware of the state agen-
cies (Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission, 
Special Placement Services of Division of Employment 
Security ) to which they might turn for assistance in 
vocational counseling , training and placement ser-
vices . 
Recommendations .--
1 . Rehabilitation facilities for injured workers 
should be established and operated by per.so,ns who 
have no financial interest in an injured wor ker 's 
claim . These rehabilitation centers should be under 
the auspices of the 1/.Iassachusetts Rehabilitation 
1/ 
Commission which has the authority- to operate re-
habilitation facilities . The Industrial ~ccident 
Rehabilitation Board should be abolished, as such, 
and the personnel incorporated within these facili-
ties . The financial support of the rehabilitation 
centers should be born in part by the Commonwealth , 
1/ Commonwealth of Hass ., General Laws, hapter 602, Sec . 
79, (c) . 
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as a portion of the Commission's budget and in part 
by the insurance companies . The insurers will contin-
ue to be wholly responsible for the cost of medical 
services for injured workers , but fifty per cent of 
the cost of vocational rehabilitation services should 
be assumed by the Commonwealth . 
Rehabilitation centers should be developed in 
five areas of the state so that persons who live out 
of the metropolitan area of Boston will not be de-
prived of service . The five areas suggested are Bos-
ton , Lowell, Brockton , Springfield and ~orcester. 
The present district offices of the ~assachusetts 
Rehabilitation Commission should be housed in these 
centers as well as the personnel of the Industrial 
Accident Board. It is hoped that in carrying out 
the compensation proceedings of the Industrial Acci -
dent Eoard within a medically oriented center, the 
emphasis would shift to the medical and vocational 
restoration of injured workers and away from the 
litigious atmosphere which is so prevalent today . 
It might also discourage some of the malingering and 
dishonest testimony which is presently of some con-
cern . 
The rehabilitation facilities should provide 
all the medical and vocational services which are 
considered necessary for the most effective restora-
tion of injured workers . The vocational services 
should include vocational counseling , wor k evaluation 
and work- conditioning so that injured workers may be 
fairly certain of their physical capacities before 
returning to employment . From the time of in jury, 
a vocational counselor or social worker should be as -
signed to each worker to assist him during this period 
of adjustment and until his return to employment or 
whatever disposition of the case is recommended by the 
medical and vocational panel who administer the center . 
Injured workers should not be deprived of voca-
tional rehabilitation services because of age , language 
barriers or education . For the older age group where 
training may not be feasible , vocational guidance and 
counseling should be offered to t hose who need it . 
Rehabilitation of injured worker s should be seen 
as a process which begins at the time of injury and not 
six months later or at any other unprescribed time, 
depending upon whether someone "feels" a wor ker can 
profit from rehabilitation services . 
2 . Lump swn settlements should be abolished for non-
contested liability claims and , at the same time , week-
ly compensation payments should be raised so that they 
are more commensurate with an injured worker's past 
salary . It is suggested that a worker should receive 
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two-thirds of his past average weekly wage , plus the 
present six dollar a week allowance for his depen-
dents. The present forty-five dollar a week maximum 
should be eliminated. The purposes of eliminating 
lump sum settlements are to discourage malingerers 
who are only looking for a sum of money and to allow 
the administering agency continuing jurisdiction over 
a claim in the event of future problems relating to 
the original injury. It also appears that if the 
"bonus 11 aspects of the compensation process are elim-
inated, the Industrial Accident Board will be able to 
meet its responsibilities because of a smaller case 
load. 
3. Until such time as changes can be made in the 
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approach to rehabilitation in Massachusetts, it is 
recommended that the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Com-
mission undertake the responsibility of advising all 
the persons who are involved in workmen 's compensation 
claims of the purposes and function of both the Com-
mission and the Industrial Accident Rehabilitation 
Board . It is also considered i mportant that injured 
workers be advised of the Commission and the Special 
Placement Services of the Division of Employment 
Security . 
4. Until such time as the provisions for rehabilita-
tion centers can be realized, the Industrial ccident 
Rehabilitation Board should be enlarged in order 
to evaluate adequately the injure.rl sworkers who are 
being referred to them for consideration. A further 
suggestion is for a change in the pre sent advisory 
council of the Industrial ccident Rehabilitation 
1/ 
Board .- This council should also include a represen-
tative of a union . 
5. Until such time as lump sum settlements for non-con-
tested liability cases can be eliminated, all settle-
ments of one thousand dollars or more should first be 
reviewed and approved by the Industrial Accident 
Rehabilitation Board. 
6. Further research is strongly recommended. I t 
would be desirable to undertake another follow- up 
study of injured workers to denote specifically the 
areas of unmet needs . The sample of injured workers 
should be drawn from the entire Commonwealth and not 
limited to the Boston area in which r ehabilitation 
facilitie s are more readily available . It is sug-
gested that the study be approached in the same manner 
which was initiated in the present research; i . e . , 
t he investigator should be present at the conference 
to select t he sample which is to be studied . (It was 
found during the follow- up interview s that some work-
1/ Commonwealth of ~.fassachusetts, General Laws, Chap . 6, Sec . 
76 . 
ers had a tendency to forget certain relevant facts 
which occurred at the conference, and the availability 
of this material proved invaluable to the investigator . ) 
Since it could not be concluded that the lump sum 
settlement per se deprived an injured worker of rehab -
ilitation services, it would be of substantial value 
to study a group of injured workers from the time of 
injury, to determine the factors which influenced 
their course of action prior to a settlement . Although 
such an attempt was made in the present study, it was 
found that some workers had difficulty in recalling 
exactly what had happened because the injury had occurred 
so long ago . (One of the larger insurers would probably 
be interested in sponsoring a study of this type . ) 
Another important area of research is the group 
of injured workers with contested claims who received 
a lump sum settlement . Since these workers do not re-
ceive free medical care, it would be important to know 
what rehabilitation services they did obtain and what 
has been the effect upon their vocational adjustment . 
APPENDICES 
APPErDIX A 
Questionnaire I 
• 
1. Could you say that you definitely favor or oppose 
a lump sum settlement for an injured worker who has 
been receiving compensation? 
2 . Vmat do you feel are the positive and negative factors 
relating to lump sum settlements? 
3. Under what circumstances would you oppose a lump sum 
settlement for an injured worker? 
4. Do you feel that the practice of lump sum settlements 
affects the rehabilitation of an injured worker? How? 
5. What is your understanding of "rehabilitation" ? 
6. Do you feel it is your responsibility to discuss 
rehabilitation wi th an injured worker? 
?. Are you familiar with the Industrial Accident 
ehabilitation Board? Have you referred any injured 
workers to them? 
8. re you familiar with the L!Iassachusetts Rehabilitation 
Commission? Are you familiar with its purposes? 
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Questionnaire II 
I . Occupational Data 
A. Are you working now? 
1 . If working 
~ . Are you doing the same t ype of work you 
did prior to the injury? 
b . Are you working for the same employer? 
c . If a different employer , how did you 
obtain the job? 
d . Do you have the same work week? 
e . Are you receiving the same pay ? More? 
Less? 
f . How long after the injury were you able 
to return to work? 
g . Do you know of t he Ma s sachuse tt s Rehabil-
itation Commission? 
h . Are you familiar wi th t he Division of 
Employment Security - - Spedial Placement 
Services? 
2. If not working at the present time 
Have you worked at any time since the injtrry? 
If yes -
(1) How did you obtain the job? 
(2) How l ong did you wor k? 
(3 ) Why did you stop working? 
If no -
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
II . Historical Data 
Have you ever tried to get employment? 
Have you contacted the Massachusetts 
Rehabilitation Commission or the Divi-
sion of Employment Security for assis-
tance in training or pl acement? 
Since you are not working, what is your 
present source of income? 
Do you think you will be looking f or 
work in the future? If no, why not? 
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A. What kind of work were you doing bef ore the accident? 
B. What kind of business was t ha t in? 
C. Was yours a steady job -- or a lot of lay- offs? 
D. how long were you with the s ame company? 
E . Do you feel that you have skills that permit you to 
do different kinds of jobs? 
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III. Life Data 
A. How much were you rece2v2ng on weekly benefits? 
B. Were you able to get along financially during the 
period you were on weekly benefits? 
C. Were you the sole provider during t he time you 
were receiving compensation? 
D. Are you married? 
E . How many children do you have? 
F . How many children under eighteen year s of age? 
G. Do you own your own home? 
H. Have you any other source of income? 
IV . Medical Data 
A. Who selected the doctor ? 
B. Were you satisfied with the medical care? 
C. vVhat t ype of treat ment did you receive? 
D. Did you have to bor row money to pay your medical 
bills? 
E. )~e you still in need of medical care because of 
the injury? 
F . Are you in debt for medical care? 
V. Financial Data 
A. Did you have a choice between lump sum settle-
ment or c ontinuing weekly payments? 
1. If you had a choice, why did you select this 
type of settlement? 
2 . If you had no choice , how was the decision 
reached? 
B. Row much of your settlement went to your lawyers? 
C. Would you select t hi s type of settlement again? 
D. Did you have any difficulty in getting compensa-
tion at f irst? 
E. How did you plan on using the money from the 
settlement? 
F . How did you use the money you received? 
VI . Personal Data 
A. Do you think people's lives are changed very much 
due to having an accident like yours? 
B. Has your life ch~nged very much? 
C. Y\ihat would you say is the worst thing that happens 
as a r esult of an injury like your s? 
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The following material to be gained from files: 
A. Ag e 
B. Sex 
C. Type of injury 
D. Amount of' settlement 
E . Date of injury 
F . Date of settlement 
Reply Form - Questionnaire I 
I would like to talk wi t h you about the pr actice of lump 
sum settlements . I am spec ific ally interested in your 
attitudes about settling an industrial accident c ase when 
a worker has been on compensat i on and there has been no 
c ontest over liability . 
1 . Could you say that you definitely favor or oppose a 
lump su~ settlement for an injured worker who has been 
receiving compensation? 
Favor Oppose 
2 . ~Vhat do you feel are the positive and negative factors 
relating to lump sum settlements? 
Positive factors : 
a . 
b . 
c . 
d . 
e . 
Negative f actors : 
a . 
b . 
c . 
d . 
e . 
3 . Under vvr:a t circumstances would you oppose a lump sum 
settlement for an injured worker? 
ai 
-----------------------------------------------------
b . 
c~. 
-----------------------------------------------------
d . 
4 . Do you feel that a lump sum settle.nent . affects the 
rehabilitation of an injured worker? 
Yes No -----
If yes , how? 
5. wnat is your understanding of rehabilitation? (e . g ., 
return to work , medical t r eatment , med ic al and vocation-
al services) 
6. Do you fee l it is your responsibility to dis cuss r ehab i-
litation with an injux·ed worker'? 
Yes No 
(Comments) 
7. Ar e you familiar with the Industrial Accident Rehabili-
tation Board? 
Yes 
--- -
No ___ _ 
Eave you referred any injured ·workers to them? 
(Comments) 
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8. Are you familiar with tLe i assachusetts .Kehabili tat ion 
Commission? 
Yes rio 
----
A.re you familiar with tr~e purposes of the Rehabili ta-
t ion Commission? 
Yes No -----
(Purposes as stated) 
I have no more questions to ask you so , if there are any 
comments you have to make pertaining to tt.is study, I would 
be very interested in having them . 
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Reply Form - Ques tionnaire II 
I . Occupational Data 
A. Are you working now? yes __ no __ 
1. If yes : 
a . Same type of wor k as before injury? 
yes __ no __ _ 
b . Same employer? yes ___ no __ _ 
c. If No, how was job obtained? -------------
d . Are you working the same hours? yes __ no __ _ 
e . Are you receiving the same pay? yes __ no ___ 
f . If not, are you earning more ___ or less ? 
g . how long after the injury was it before you 
could return to work? 
less than 3 mos . 10- 12 mos . over 18 mos. 
3-6 mos . --- 13-15 mos . ---
7-9 mos . - 16-18 mos . -
h . V~as this before orafter the settlement? 
i. Do you know of the Massachusetts Rehabilita-
tion Commission? ___ The Division of Employ -
ment Security ___ and the Special Placement 
Services? 
2 . If no : 
H.?;ve you worked any time since the injury? 
yes ___ no 
If ~: 
a . How was the job obtained? 
b . How long did yo~ work? ------------------------
c . ~ny did you stop? 
If no : 
a . ~ave you tried to get a job? yes no 
b . If ~' what methods were used? --------------
c . If DQ, do you know of Mass . Rehab ilitation 
Commission and the L~ass . Division of Employment 
Security? yes ___ no __ _ 
d . Have you heard of the training and em-
ployment assistance they provide? 
yes_ no __ 
e . How would you feel about using these 
agencies? 
f . Since you are not working , what is your 
present source of income? 
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g . Do you think you will be looking for work in 
the future? yes ___ no ___ Comments (why) 
II . Historical Data 
A. What kind of work were you doing before the acci-
dent? 
B. In what kind of bus i ness was that? 
c. Wa s yours a steady job? steady occasional lay-
off __ frequent lay- offs ___ 
D. wnen did you start working for that company? 
month year 
E. Had you ever worked for them before? yes ___ no 
month - year began monttl- year end-
ed 
F . Do you think that you are able to do your old job 
now? yes __ no __ 
G. Do you feel that you have the skills to do different 
kinds of jobs? For instance, if you could not ge t 
your old job back, what other kinds of jobs could 
you dor( 
III. Life Data 
A. How much were you receiving on weekly benefits? 
$ 
-----
B. Was this amount eno·1 gh for you to get along on? 
yes no 
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C. ~.ere you the only provider during the time you 
were receiving compensation? yes no 
D. Are y.ou married? yes no 
E . How many children do you have? 
F. Row many were under 18 years of age when you were 
receiving compensation? __ _ 
G. Do you own your own home? yes ___ no _ 
H. Your age? ___ 
I . Years of schooling? 
J . Have you any other source of incou1e? yes __ no __ 
K. If yes , what? 
IV . Medical Data 
A. ~nat ~as the date of your injury? 
B. Vfuat is the nature of your disability? 
C . \Tho selected the doctor? 
D. Fere you satisfied VIi th t:te medical care? 
yes __ no 
E. If nQ, why not? 
F . ~Tiat type of treatment did you receive? 
G. Did you have to borrow money to pay your medical 
bills? yes ___ no __ 
li . Do you still require medical care as a re sult of 
your injt~y? yes ___ no ___ 
I . Do you novJ owe any money for medical care related 
to the injury? yes __ no __ _ 
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v. Financial Data 
A. Did you have a choice between a lump sum settlement 
or continuing weekly payments? yes ___ no ___ 
If ~' why did you choose the lump sum settlement? 
B. Hov; much of your se t tlement went to your lawyer(s)? 
$ ~ 
C. II you were to go through this thing again , do you 
thin~ you would choose the lump sum settlement? 
yes __ no __ why? 
D. Did ~ ou have any difficulty in getting compensation 
at f irst? yes __ no ___ Comments 
E . How did you plan to use the money f rom the settle-
ment when you got it? 
F . How did you actually use it? 
G. How many times did you appear before the Industrial 
Accident Board? 
H. Hhat were your feelings about these legal procedures? 
VI . Personal Data 
A. Do you think people 's lives ar e changed very much 
as a result of having an accident like yovxs? 
yes ___ no ___ Discuss -----------------------------
B. Has it changed your life much? yes ___ no __ _ 
Discuss 
C. What , in your oplnl on , is the worst thing that 
happens as a result of an injury like yours? 
L[r • 
Dear t 1r . 
BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
School of Education 
Boston , Massachusetts 
. 
--------· 
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Date 
I am writing to you to request your assistance in a 
research project I am doing at Boston University. During 
the next few months I plan to talk with many persons who 
are concerned with industrial accident cases in an effort 
to gain an understanding of the varj.ous fac$ts of lump 
sum settlement cases . 
In a f ew day s I shall call your office with t he hope 
that I may make an appointment to talk with you at your 
convenience. I realize how busy you are, and I want to 
assure you that t his interview will take only about 
twenty minutes . 
I shall appreciate your giving me the benefit of your 
thinking for this research study . 
Sincerely yours , 
Dorothy Singer 
OJ.Ir s . Bernard Singer) 
Ji.1r . 
Dear Ivir. 
BO TON UNIVERSITY 
School of Education 
Boston , Massachusetts 
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Date 
I am writing to you to request your assistance in a 
reaearch project I am doing at Boston University . During 
the next few months we plan to talk wi th many people who 
have had industrial accidents in order to gain an under-
standing of the various difficulties which may arise . 
In a few days, a student at Boston University, L:T . 
Richard Pigott, will contact you to make an appointment 
to talk with you at your convenience. 
I shall appreciate your giving us the benefit of your 
thinking for this research study . 
Sincerely yours, 
or othy ~IS. . Singer 
(liir s . Bernard Singer) 
APPENDIX B 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION IN MASSACHUSETTS 
IS TODAY A PROGRAM OUT OF CONTROL 
A :· ') IN 
OF 
MASSACHUS "lTS 
2206 JOHN HANCOCK BLDG. 
IOSTON 16 
July 15, 1959 
; an employer in the 9th ranking industrial state , you are supporting the most costly 
1d liberal Workmen's Compensat ion program in the entire country. It iS elementary that 
1is cost must be recovered in the price of your manufactured products, in the bid for 
>rk, or compensated for in some other form, if you are to provide work opportunities 
~ofitably i n this State. Right now forces in the Massachusetts Legislature are in the 
~ocess of making a bad situation considerably worse, the House having already passed 
1e four bills notec below. At this point, the matter is before tpe Senate Ways and 
3ans Committee. Your State Senator is your responsibility. 
1e Attached Key Business Climate Issue with Four Supportinc Supplemental Fact Sheets 
Designed to Help Regain Some Measure of Control. We urge you now to use all forms 
communication in which y.ou are experienced: 
1) To help defeat a package of bills raising w.c. costs still another $7,000,000 
amounting to a further increase of roughly 10%. On January 15 of this year 
last year's increases passed just prior to the state election, became effec-
tive rate-wise, raising costs 3.4% above what they otherwise would have been. 
This year's more drastic bills, H. 720, H. 2960, H. 741, and H. 742, are ex-
plained further on the reverse side. 
2) To help secure support for Senate Bill 180, the employer-backed A.I.M. bill, as an 
absolute condition of any legislation at allin this field this year to re-establish 
some balance and control in our w.c. system. 
1e Legislature has not passed a single employer-sponsored measure to check or balance 
1is upward spiraling trend in the last 10 years. Instead, it has passed over 50 meas-
res which have raised costs 51 per cent in the same decade, placing us in the notorious 
Imber one spot in the country. 
~ Recommend the Following Action: 
a) Take just a moment to read what the key business climate issue really is in w.c. 
b) Utilize the four, attached, supplemental fact sheets only if you feel they will 
further help your course of action. They spell out the facts and some of the 
reasons for the present situation~ 
c) Determine from your annual premium bill what this costs your company. 
d) Contact in person, by phone and/or write your State Senator. Let him know what 
this means to your company and your employees. 
e) Urge your insurance company to aid you and other policyholders to help regain 
control of these costs. 
)U should then consider additional means of letting other persons know what the company 
roblem here is so that they also can help. You may be surprised how anxious some of them 
~e to understand and help. This will vary with each organization. We believe much of the 
~tached material can be adapted for: 
i) lVorking do~n through your organization --to key managers, foremen, employees. 
ii) Working out through other employers, newspaper, business, trade and service groups. 
1e recent ingenuity of an increasing number of employers in these two directions is im-
ressive and encouraging. If you wish further assistance regarding this material, call 
r write Walter P~ Muther, A.I.M. Workmen's Compensation Director. 
THE $7,000,000 ADDED ANNUAL COST PROGRAM IN w.c. ALONE 
BEFORE THE MASSACHUSETTS SENATE NOW 
- increases weekly payments in fatal cases another $5. Estimated annual increased 
f $1.2 million on the basis of $74,000,000 1958 premium~ This would provide $30 per 
o the widow or widower without dependents plus $5 additional for each dependent child. 
s independent of any other insurance or pension payments. There is no provision for 
izing the overlapping and duplicating of federal payments from the Social Security Act. 
Supplemental Fact Sheet 4.) 
0 - increases weekly payments from $40 per week to $45 per week~ It also increases the 
m in partial compensation from $12,000 to $15,000 and raises dependency payments from 
$6 per dependent. Estimated annual increased cost $5,4 million. (Note Supplemental 
beet 3 .) 
- provides for general increases in specific scheduled awards which are in Massachusetts 
onal to other regular payments. Cost of this is not readily determinable, but it averages 
0 per cent raise in certain situations. (Note Supplemental Fact Sheet 3~) 
- provides for the payment of counsel fees of the claimant where the employer or insurer 
~ccessful in any discontinuance proceeding. (Note Supplemental Fact Sheet 3.) 
pointed out in the attached Supplemental Fact Sheet 1: 
Mass. w.c. rates are higher than any other state. 
Mas~. w.c. payments are higher than any other industrial state. 
Mass. w.c. payments replace a greater percentage of wages lost than any other state. 
~e should be no legislation increasing costs at all in this field this year ••• 
EMPLOYER-BACKED A,I.M, BILL (S, 180) ALSO BEFORE THE MASS. SENATE 
1 a six-point bill which seeks: 
To eliminate over 200,000 unnecessary accident reports per year that do not entail 
lost time, which are of no use to the Industrial Accident Board and are not re-
quired in other states~ Also recommended by the Industrial Accident Board itself. 
To establish effective Statute of Limitations barring old claims for which there are 
no records or witnesses~ Endorsed by the Judicial Council. 
To provide for discontinuance of compensation upon a doctor's certificate of ability 
to work as in most states and under the Federal law. ~ote Supplemental Fact Sheet 3.) 
To prevent the duplication of awards for specific injuries and in fatal cases.·. (Note 
Supplemental Fact Sheet 4~) 
To establish a more substantial evidence requirement for the purposes of judicial· re-
view of causal relationships of the injury and the employment~ 
To establish an advisory council of responsible, representative groups that can advise 
the Industrial Accident Board upon mutually agreed improvements as well as operate as 
a vehicle for study and recommendation regarding legislative proposals~ 
te 180 is an unqualified condition of any acceptance of any legislation in w.c. this 
in Massachusetts in view of the existing situation facing Massachusetts employers ••• 
- KE \' HUSII\IESS Cl_IMJ\ l [ ISSl!J S 
EfttHE THE 1959 LEt_;ISLJ\ TUHl 
OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 
2206 JOHN HANCOCK 
IOSTON 16 
THE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION ISSUE IN MASSACHUSETTS 
E ISSUE: 
ssachusetts, the ninth ranking industrial state, right now demands that its employers 
pport the costliest and most liberal workmen's compensation system in the entire country. 
is is unreasonable on the face of it, and has a corrosive effect on the business climate 
two ways: 
1) Workmen's Compensation costs are a negative factor influencing the selection of 
new plant locations, and the investment in plant equipment. 
2) The Massachusetts program works against economic conditions which would stimulate 
needed employment opportunities for the State's growing population. 
9 Massachusetts Legislature, and the political forces which guide it, must face up to let-
lg competitive states catch up before any further benefit costs are built into the pro~ 
:ts made here which must be sold to the rest of the country and the world. 
LT IS WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION? 
~kmen's Compensation is the benefit payment made to employees who have a personal injury 
Lsing out of their employment~ It is financed entirely by employers. Employees pay no-
Log for this coverage. Employers have a legal obligation either to pay compensation 
~ectly, or to buy workmen's compensation insurance. On this basis, Workmen's Compensation 
not charity. And it is not a welfare plan based on need. It is a fixed cost with a def-
.te benefit schedule. Last year Workmen's Compensation premiums cost the employers of 
;sachusetts $74 million~ This is a direct cost of production and must be recovered in the 
.es price of the goods to be sold, if the employer is to stay in business in this state~ -
: ROLE OF POLITICAL FORCES 
.hough Workmen's Compensation·is financed entirely by employers, political forces deter-
\& the scope of the program. The Massachusetts Legi5lature, as in every other state, 
s the level of benefits to be paid and under what conditions. An Industrial Accident 
.rd decides whether or not a particular employee is entitled to benefits. Therefore, 
s is one significant cost of production which is determined primarily by political 
ces~ And the Massachusetts Legislature, by raising these costs out of line with the 
t of the country makes it more difficult to produce without a loss in this state, To 
extent that Workmen's Compensation is important as a cost, it influences managerial 
isions to expand or contract production in Massachusetts. Thus, legislative action in 
s field is affecting job opportunities in the Bay State. 
THIS INFORMATION IS IMPORTANT ..• 
To Your Sencrfor and Representcrfl•e In the Genera/ Court 
To the Job Security of Your lmp/oyees 
•mmunlcatlon •• the Key to a •atter Bu•lne•• Climate 
' I 
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>ING THE ISSuE IN FOCUS: 
:he f ace of t his reasoning, a barrage of political charges wi ll tend t o distort the 
1e. Thr ee cons i d er ations in advance should help to keep the issue i n focus: 
1) This matt er of keep i ng a s ensible , healthy balanc e in line with ot her productive 
states has nothing to do with being aga i nst maximum safety ; Massachusetts perform-
anc e i s histori c~lly one of a steady , record decline in acc i dent s . 
2) This matter has nothing to do with being against the best care for injured employ-
~; Massachusetts has the best unlimited medical care provisions, including re-
habilitation in its law and the finest medical facilities in the country. 
3) This matt er has nothing to do with being against the fairest replacement of wage 
loss suffered by injured employees; Massachusetts is now doing this far more com-
pletely than any of the other 49 states in the country. (A review of the facts is 
below.) 
issue is clear and straight. In terms of Workmen's Compensation, Massachusetts is 
.ng on a champagne diet wita a beer income. This issue must be kept in focus, despite 
efforts of the businessman's political opponents who would blur it for their own advan-
l, political or otherwise. 
1ur free-choice competitive economy, the economic attractiveness of Massachusetts is 
.ys being judged by others, nationwide. The cost of the State's social programs is be-
built into products which must be sold competitively; and therefore, social progress 
also be competitive or else Massachusetts will be exporting more jobs and less pro-
s. Massachusetts must stop for a breather and let the other 49 states catch up, at 
t in this area of social legislation. 
W WORKING RULE OF THUMB: 
Massachusetts Legislature is one of the few that meets every year, and usually l onger 
. any other. But this must no longer be considered sufficient and justifiable to raise 
•fit levels each year and boost overhead costs, which has been the pattern of the last 
ears~ FOR A WORKING RULE OF THE MOMENT, MASSACHUSETTS SHOULD RESOLVE THAT, UNLESS 
E IS A GLARING, PRESSING DANGER TO OUR GENERAL WELFARE, FURTHER SPECIAL WORKMEN'S COM-
ATION BENEFITS ~ruST GIVE WAY TO THE BASIC NEED FOR MORE MANUFACTURING EMPLOYMENT OPPOR-
TIES IN THE STATE. 
youth and the growth of America can and will pass Massachusetts by if this fundamental 
ot kept to the forefront. Workmen's Compensation is one of the most flagrant examples 
ow the legislature, and the forces ~hat move it, have ignored the fundamental effect 
ther competitive, productive areas in the country~ 
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The four attached supplemental fact-sheets are 
for use only if you believe they will further 
a id your course of communicative action~ 
J 
.:;_j' ' '• . 
1.; I I f . . , I 
~~~ble A. Data on Employed Injured \lorkers 
- I_ • -· _ . ·- . > I l 
Number Injury Injury Now 1 Employment of Work ,Compen- l l 1'."'1ependents Needs Reason Length Years of Present 11 ~~~~~ ~ob d sation .J,q Medical foT of ~ime Education Position a1.ne 
1. 
2. 
3. 
lt. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
... 
' Low back 
strain 
Sacral 
trauma 
Ruptured 
disc 
Muscle 
torn in 
back 
! 
,Four 
fingers 
crushed 
1 Ruptured disc 
' Ruptured 
' disc 
I Fractured I 
! lef t 1 
ankle 
1 Fractured 
1 
vertebrae 
, in back 
I Torn 
( ?ar~ilage j 
, 1.n knee 
! Torn lig-
ament in 
right 
shoulder 
30 
26 
lt6 
3lt 
36 
lt8 
39 
22 
27 
lt6 
53 
I 
30 1 Before I 3-6 
I settlement 1 months 
I [ 
26 I After 1 7-9 
settlement I months 
51 1Before 10-12 
settlement months 
I 
35 •Before 7-9 
; settlement months 
37 After 1 7-9 
settlement months 
50 Before Over 
settlement I 18 mos. 
lt5 Before I 13-15 
settlement months 
28 Before 3-6 
settlement ' months 
28 After 13-15 
settlement 1months 
lt8 After 3-6 
settlement months 
I 
56 ,Before 17-9 
' settlement months 
I 
ltlt 
lt8 
32.50 
no 
answer 
I 4-lt-15 wks. 
52 later I 
4lt 
no 
answer 
30 
2lt 
no 
answer 
35 
1 
2 
e - 3 
1ildren 
e 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
Mes 
Atty. said 
in~~ ';VOUld 
cut benefits 
Financial 
pressure 
Financial 
pressure 
Financial 
pressure 
Financial 
pressure 
Ins. & 
atty. 
forced it 
jf\tty. ad--
vised it 
;Financial 
pressure 
Financial 
pressure 
No other 
way per-
mitted 
Ins. 
stopped 
pay. when 
atty hired 
I 
6 mos . 
2 yr s., 
7 mos. 
28 yr s. 
13 mos. 
10 yr s. 
Constr. , 
seasonal 
Constr., 
seasonal 
, 4 yr s . 
1 yr. , 
13 mos. 
22 yr s. 
9 
13 
11 
11 
7 
10 
8 
10 
11 
10 
5 
Lathe 
operator 
S'¢l.pervisor, 
a:J_ectronics 
industry 
Cbecker on 
dock 
Apprentice, 
sheet-metal 
worker 
Master 
mechanic 
Carpenteor, 
constr. 
firm 
Laborer, 
constr. firm 
Policeman 
Retail clerk 
Assembly 
work in 
factory 
Handyman 
in 
factory 
Div. Emp. 
Se~urity 
Pe.xsonal 
a·Gplica. 
Sane 
emrloyer 
Fr ~end told 
:Li~ of job 
Sane 
e:rployer 
Ur ion 
l 
Dr o.on 1 
I I C:..vil ser- I 
v1fe exam. I 
Friend told ,. 
him of job 
i 
I 
Fr ,iend told I 
him of job I 
Friend told 1 
him of job 
16lt 
Present Wage 
Compared to 
Past Wage 
More 
:More 
Much less 
Same 
Same 
More 
More 
No answer 
No answer 
Less 
.!'c:jble A. Data on Employed Injured Worker s (continued ) 
' 
Case ~ Type of 
Number Injury 1Age at j Age I' Return to I Time Out 
1 
Injury Now Employment l of Work Needs Reason Medical for 
Present 
Position 
12 . 
13 . 
llt . 
15. 
16 . 
Fractured I 36 
ver tebrae, 
concussion 
broken 
I ribs 
I Ruptured disc 
I 
Ruptured 
disc 
36 
35 
39 I After 1 
settlement months 
38 • Before ·I 3- 6 
I settlement ~onths 
I 36 1 After I 10- 12 
settlement months 
j Back \ 56 57 Before · i\O 
strain settlement ~nswer 
$56 
52 
59 
ltlt 
Settling 
Yes Financial Constr ., 12 yrs . 
vressure I seasona~ 
No 
No 
Yes 
lns . forced 
settlement 
Financial 
![)res sure 
12 yrs . l 
7 mos . 
I 
O:ns . threat- I 7 
ened to 
yrs . 
stop paymts , 
10 yr s , 
12 yr s • 
10 yrs . 
Waterproo:f J 
build i ng ' 
trade 
' Gas statim 
attend . , r• 
Retail cler 
. indow con 
homes hire 
v.orkers 
!Trauma to I 25 2$ After 3- 6 ltlt 
I back , J settlement months '1 children I ~: o 'Ins . tli..reat- 5 mos . 9 yr s . j Vending rna 
. shoulder, J' I ·, ened to plus service ma 
; ribs I 1 • ~ ~ j ; 'stop comp . ~ 
l . i • d l ' 
I [ . .JI 
How Job 
Obta ined 
. (llt) 
Union 
Friend owns ! 
gf3_s st 2. tion 
t1d i n paper 
.o answer 
t.d in paper 
165 
Pre sent ',Vage 
Compared to 
Past WPg e 
(15) 
Same 
Les s 
Much less 
Much less 
Le ss 
-. 
I Csse Type of Age at Age 
Injury 1 Now 
Worke.Q. Since 
Injury 
Trjed [to ''Jeekly 
Get Wo'rk --omp. Number. Injury 
. 
I 
fJ~Y -r- m (2) r ( ~) u • ( 4 4 -~TH ( 5) I ( 6) ( 7) I 
• · I Trauma tol I 6 No Yes Does not 1 
shoulder I , .' T: emember 
2. Fractured J 25 28 Yes (exacer- 1 Start.!. ', $35 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10 . 
hip, ribs, 1 bations · ing job 1 abrasions . t.• ;;. forc ed quit- next -Jteek • ting •ob I , J 
1 Fractured 
wrist, bro-
ken hip 
Laceratidm 
E;Ca1p -
concussion 
Dermatitis 
Ruptured I disc 
Ruptured 
I 
hernia 
Wrenched 
back, torn 
muscles, 
ligaments 
Fractured 
rt. thumb 
!Fractured fibula , 
tibia 
71 
25 
45 
56 
70 
68 
32 
44 
74 
25 
48 
57 
74 
71 
33 
46 
No 
Yes - job 
ended - laid 
off 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes - heart 
attack since 
injury 
Yes - work 
aggravated 
injury ~ he.d 
to quit af-
ter 3 days 
No - on 
Social 
Securi t 
Not look-
ing - , on 
Unemp~ 
Comp. 
Yes, but 
skin too 
bad 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Looking 
for j'ob 
now 
Yes 
43 
40 
50-:55-
52 
37-32 
32 . 50 
37 . ,50 
60 
35- 4-o 
ne - mar-
ed after 
• I • 
::I..D.Jury 
:ife 
. i'e 
' Needs '· Reason Medica~ for 
Care I Settling 
Yes 1No answer 
No .Ji""'inancial 
Yes 
.1~0 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
NO 
pressure 
Ins. sn id 
cut off 
any time 
•Wanted to 
to to work 
Iitty . s a id 
to settle 
IN o answer 
I 
1J awyer -
:~ns. forced 
~j_:~d a.d -
k o go into 
r usiness 
Settlement 
accept~ble 
166 
Length of
1
Education Source 
Time on 1 i n Years of In-
Job 
20 yr s. l 3 
3 days 
14 y:es. 
3 wks . 
1 yr., 
11 mos • 
16 yrs. 
6 yrs. 
9 yrs. 
12 yrs. ', l 
5 'TIOS. 
10 
5 
10-
a ir 
force 
11-
night 
school 
no an-
swer 
8 
3 
12 
12 
S.S.soon 
Kone 
~u~p sum? 
u . ~::). 
Unempl . 
comp . 
F±iend 
i elps 
;Disabl . 
ins. 
r · ~ · 
S. w. 
\ 
avings -
stock 
from 
bus iness 
Lump sum, 
s avings 
No 
~ ..... 
' 167 
Data on Unemployed Injured Workers (continued) 
I 
Worked Since ~ried to Weekl~~ f:- Needs Reason ~ength ofiEducation Source Knowledge of Injury 1 Age at Age I Medicallfor ttime on in Years of In- of D.E.S. Now In.iurv _Get ·work Co!IlD . ! ' 
r'.-,-roc:. Settling Job I come lor M.R.C. 
11~ ~12 l' . 
I 11. 1 Ruptured I 64 I 66 No , I No l37 ·ro 1'.l:tfe I No ' Insurer 3 yrs. 6 yrs. Soc . ,, No j ' I 'forced \ I disc J I I Italy , Sec. 
J I I I I 12. I 'l'rauma to back ~ 44 44 l Mes, job 
1 
Wait- lt8 ;i\ll,.f e - l I No /Financial Seasonal j 10 yr s. Unemp. I E.E.S. ended, ing for icdld ~ !pressure Bld . 'I'r . 1 Comp. I laid off Spring, l I! I 
buiiL.ding 
trade I 
55 60 
l 
, I Yes 1 32 ·}50 :IV~fe I 5 yrs. 13. ' Severe back I No No !Fear of I 12 yrs . Savings D.E.S. strain l no comp . 1 lump sum 
I 
, ~Ye s 45 1 I jTo his 14. I Ruptured disc, 31 35 No W)fe - 5 Yes ""' I I 8 yr s • ' None D.E.S. I I ? yrs. I I broken hip , I cli1dren jadvan-leg I 
' 
l ~. l I . ' tage I j 
• 
T 
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